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Terminology and Style 


Both the Nazis and the German bureaucracy employed long titles and 
designations. Whenever possible, I have translated them into a fore- 
shortened English. For brevity, I employ standardized German abbrevia- 
tions in the notes. The reader will find a list of such abbreviations on 
pages 282—285. 

Critics have rightly complained that the use of standard German 
abbreviations results in a confusing alphabet soup. So in the text I limit 
them to a few inescapable terms that are central to the story. Surely 
everyone will recognize SS and Gestapo, and those who do not know 
SD will learn it quickly. NS or NSDAP frequently are desirable alter- 
natives to Nazi and Nazi Party. It is my goal to add Sipo (Sicherheits- 
polizei) and Kripo (Kriminalpolizei) to the language of scholarly and 
popular awareness of the Third Reich and the Holocaust. The generic- 
sounding English words “security police” and “criminal or detective 
police” will never carry the appropriate force. Consider what would be 
lost if one had to say political police or secret police instead of Gestapo. 
Sipo should be as familiar as KGB or FBI. 

Sipo and SD formed an amalgam, so I refer to “it” in the singular 
whenever that sense is intended. Throughout, I capitalize words like 
Party and Movement when they stand for the Nazi Party or Movement. 
Thus, they can be distinguished from other parties or movements and 
from the generic terms without repetitive use of longer titles. Likewise, 
proper nouns like Party Leadership are translations of titles like Partei 
Reichsleitung, a branch of the Party structure, and are not generic refer- 
ences. 

I employ “ironic quotation marks” to set off certain words and 
phrases. These are not necessarily specific quotations, but rather terms 
and phrases commonly used by the subjects under study. I hope to 
emphasize the different normative framework in which thought and 
speech increasingly occurred in Nazi Germany and especially inside Sipo 
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and SD. It seems necessary to remind the reader that this was an all- 
pervasive imagery or that these words often had different meaning than 
in our own normative contexts. | make no cheap shots at NS newspeak. 
This language constituted a normative reality unfortunately no more 
ridiculous to the immersed than similar norms in our perceptions of re- 
ality. 
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Introduction 


In 1936, when Heinrich Himmler, already Reichsführer of the SS, be- 
came chief of all German police, he created a special branch for the 
detective police which he designated Security Police—Sicherheitspolizei, 
or Sipo. Sipo reunited the political police, or Gestapo (Geheime Staats- 
polizei), with the regular detectives, or Kripo (Kriminalpolizei). As their 
chief, Himmler appointed SS General Reinhard Heydrich, who was also 
head of the SS Security Service, or SD (Sicherheitsdienst). Heydrich’s 
joint command then became known as Sipo and SD, but that was much 
more than a logical alignment of complementary Nazi and state agen- 
cies (chart A). 

In 1990, I published Foundations of the Nazi Police State: The For- 
mation of SIPO and SD as the first part of a study of the creation of 
that organization and its place in the Nazi police state." I hoped to 
bring more serious attention to Sipo and SD—more significant in its 
totality than the Gestapo, a component that has overshadowed it in 
popular and scholarly attention. This volume completes that study, and 
I hope that it will contribute to our understanding of both the Nazi 
experience and the emerging field of police history. 

The previous book focused on the political power struggle in which 
the Nazi police state was created and on the goals of those who created 
it. Here I shall pursue, in contrast to that “history from above,” an 
internal history, or “history from below.” I concluded the first book by 
suggesting that “the membership of the separate agencies in Sipo and 
SD were bound together in an uneasy union, but in such a way as to 
drive them not only to fulfill their missions but also to contribute to the 
further growth of police-state terrorism and ultimately genocide.” 2 The 
peculiar relationship among the members helped draw them into their 
future roles. I shall pursue that theme in this volume. 

Robert Gellately has noted that all studies of the Nazi police-terror 
system from the top down have failed to show how the terror actually 
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operated. To correct this failure, he and a few German scholars have 
been revealing the disturbing extent to which the Gestapo operated suc- 
cessfully only because of public support or consent.* Although this 
should come as no surprise to any student of law enforcement, histori- 


cal analysis has generally overlooked this reality. 
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Along similar lines, I seek to unravel “the mediations between pol- 
icy makers, policy enforcers, and ordinary citizens.” * I shall focus pri- 
marily on the enforcers—not only their mediations between policy mak- 
ers and the public, but also their roles as de facto policy makers that 
resulted from that mediation. It is at this level that one must test one 
major vector in the thrusts of functional interpretations of police-state 
terrorism and Nazi racial programs. 

The popularly held image of everything the Nazis did as simply a 
product of Hitler’s demonic intentions, executed by blindly obedient 
Nazi fanatics, was the primary target of functionalist revision. Function- 
alists believed that they revealed better those complex processes at work 
in all societies that might recreate any component of the Nazi horror. 
The current debate centers on a synthesis of functionalist and intention- 
alist interpretations that at least agrees on the evolutionary nature of 
most Nazi organizations and plans. Although the better analyses on 
both sides are now more sophisticated and contain syntheses of a higher 
order, disagreement remains over the role of “intentions” and when 
they were formed. Most progress has come, however, when scholars 
rise above the false dichotomies (Hitlercentric vs. polycratic, or inten- 
tionalist vs. functionalist) or monocausal focuses like antisemitism.* 
Rather than being bound to a particular school, scholars should employ 
these perspectives consciously as paradigms—tools of analysis to be 
used as the situation warrants. I use the functionalist approach as the 
most promising for an underside perspective on Sipo and SD, although 
one must never lose sight of the roles played by intentions and ideologi- 
cal consensus. 

The Nazis in general and Hitler in particular came to power fully 
intending to create a police state—a widely held goal not only among 
Nazis but also among many of their nationalist allies. The distinction I 
make is between a police state in general and the SS-police state as it 
was ultimately created. It was Himmler’s SS-police system that I refer 
to as “the Nazi police state.” That, I argue, was not the intention of the 
Nazis’ allies or even of most Nazis outside Himmler’s circle. It is unclear 
exactly how much of the ultimate SS-police state was intended by Himm- 
ler or any of his subordinates. Hitler was inclined toward something on 
that order, and his sentiments inspired its creation. Consequently, Hitler 
did not have to be persuaded to adopt a police-state system like the one 
Himmler offered. The problem was that Hitler had to violate his principle 
of divide and rule and to concentrate enormous power in Himmler’s 
hands in order to get Himmler’s police state. Thus, his decision to do so 
required a special juncture of concrete needs created by his own dreams 
with persuasive arguments from Himmler and his supporters. 

Although I argue that the Nazi police state was only nascent by 
1934, a terroristic police state clearly came into being quickly in 1933. 
The relatively uncontrolled terror of 1933-1934 could be neither main- 
tained nor used effectively for Nazi imperialism or genocide. These re- 
quired the SS-police state. 
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The significance of these distinctions is central to many important 
questions about the Third Reich, not least of which are the evolution 
of Nazi war aims and the origins of the Final Solution. If, as I argue, 
Hitler did not simply call on Himmler to establish the SS-police state, 
which was essential to achieving his intentions, how could he have con- 
ceived of pursuing them without such a police state? Was not the emer- 
gence of such an instrument of power necessary for Hitler to move from 
inclinations to intentions? What role then did its availability play in 
such a move? 

In neither of my books has it been possible to carry the analysis to 
the level of Hitler. In The Foundations of the Nazi Police State, by 
analyzing developments at the level of Himmler, Heydrich, immediate 
lieutenants, and leading rivals, I concluded that before 1936 Himmler 
built the SS-police state with only intermittent support from Hitler. It 
grew from Himmler’s personal interpretations of Hitler’s goals and 
needs. Only in 1936 did Hitler recognize Himmler’s version of the po- 
lice state as so essential to his goals that he was willing to reward 
Himmler with a veritable monopoly of police power. Based on this con- 
clusion, I argue that Hitler had not yet formulated clear lines of action 
that required the existence of the SS-police system for execution. Only 
after the potentials of the SS-police system became apparent could he re- 
alistically formulate such lines of action. Furthermore, in 1936 it was his 
anticipation of foreign policy brinkmanship and war in the next decade 
that necessitated the SS-police machinery for domestic control. It was 
only after the emergence of that machinery that the potential for radical 
solutions to “racial problems” came into view as a correlated result. 

This seems to contradict the conventional wisdom that well before 
1933 Hitler was possessed by such a pathological hate for Jews that he 
conceived and occasionally alluded to the destruction of the entire 
“race.” There is no need to deny this image in order to pursue an evolu- 
tionary analysis of the development of Nazi horrors. Conventional psy- 
chological theory requires an evolutionary analysis of developments in 
the human mind as it moves from unconscious preoccupations to con- 
scious intentions, then to goals, to plans, and finally to their execution. 
One will not feel any “action tension” to deal with a problem until one 
has perceived that the problem can be attacked effectively.” To arrive 
at the Final Solution, the machinery for its achievement had to be at 
least perceptible and already moving in that direction. There had to be 
many steps in the process before final plans achieved the full extreme of 
the subconscious drives. 

Central to my position is the premise that Hitler’s extreme hates 
and fears of Jews operated at an unconscious level, and were clothed at 
the conscious level in “rational” theories of social-Darwinistic racism, 
eugenics, and Judeobolshevism. Unrealistic fantasies of genocide lurked 
below, along with more rabid expressions of hate and fear, and they all 
bubbled up occasionally, especially in moments of emotional fury or 
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exultation. But such fantasies could not emerge regularly into the con- 
scious mind; other realities prevailed and required too much “rational- 
ity” to permit “plans” to execute the unimaginable. Talk of merely ex- 
pelling the Jews was realistic enough. Only after the means were in 
place and the many details worked out through practical, limited steps 
at problem solving could the unimaginable become imaginable. Only 
then could the conscious mind formulate “intentions” and move toward 
planning their fulfillment. 

The major breakthrough in that direction was the unification of 
SS and police. Although Hitler embraced this arrangement for rational, 
political-power reasons, he may also have moved “like a sleepwalker” 
toward his more unimaginable fantasies. Meanwhile, the structures and 
methods of the SS and police state evolved from below functionally, 
and it took several years after 1936 for that machinery to evolve in such 
detail that the Final Solution could become rationally and consciously a 
plan. Well before that, however, as the new consensus reality of radical 
anti-Semitism prevailed, many others would be drawn along with their 
Führer, like sleepwalkers, toward that end. The planners, whether 
working toward conscious or unconscious goals, and the functionaries 
below, solving particular problems to achieve more limited goals, were 
symbiotic culprits in the crimes of a complex human system. The better 
the functionaries were at solving incremental problems, the more ex- 
treme the planners could become in setting goals. 

This particular model for the evolution of Nazi intentions is central 
to my overall interpretation. Unfortunately, it is not directly testable at 
any level of research. It is, however, the most consistent, comprehensive 
interpretation that I can find for integrating the convincing scholarship 
and available evidence from all sides. 

One main component of intentionalist interpretation centers on the 
obedient execution of the Führer’s will. Intentionalists do not deny that 
most Nazis failed to share all his preoccupations—most resisted execut- 
ing “unnecessary” inhumanities, and only some contributed to them 
spontaneously. Rather, they hold that the Nazis shared an ideological 
consensus that allowed them to be drawn along with him to the same 
extremes. I argue that the ideological “consensus” among Nazis that is 
generally offered as the bond that tied all to Hitler’s will is better char- 
acterized as an ideological “conjunction.” ? It could thus reach well be- 
yond a relatively few radically racist Nazis to suck in vast numbers of 
allies. No one has argued that there was a consensus to pursue a Final 
Solution to the Jewish “problem” like the one ultimately employed. 
There was also no consensus to build the actual police state that Himm- 
ler built. Rather, a broader cultural conjunction of assumptions, values, 
and beliefs characterized the antiliberal, anti-Marxist, nationalist, xeno- 
phobic, social-Darwinistic, culturally reactionary mentality that created 
a favorable climate for some type of police state and for extreme reac- 
tions to perceived racial, genetic, cultural, and ideological threats. 
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The fanatic “Nazi consensus” of which many speak existed among 
a minority. An anti-Semitic consensus of sorts was indeed created by 
Hitler with the support of other extremely anti-Semitic Nazis. This had 
not been a major preoccupation for most, however, until they had been 
drawn into the newly created consensus reality that emerged gradually 
after 1934. Before that, the ideological conjunction that did exist among 
the broad base of Nazis and those in its controlled agencies like the 
police contained many points of general agreement, including a tradi- 
tion of “judeophobia.” But it did not even approach the sort of preoc- 
cupation that called for a “solution to the Jewish problem.” 1° 

A similar area of conjunction was the need for more police author- 
ity to preserve society from a wide range of perceived threats. This con- 
junction included almost unlimited police powers for dealing with the 
enemies of society. It sloughed off the problem of distinguishing be- 
tween the good citizen and the threat. Since the good citizen should 
have nothing to fear, any demand to protect his rights against the police 
state were misguided, liberal obstacles to a healthy society. Within this 
conjunction, the totalitarian extremes of this police-state logic were not 
usually perceived as something to be imposed on the general popula- 
tion. Rather, it was a totalitarianism of consensus that all right-minded 
Germans would accept. Coercion would be needed only against un- 
German elements. Most Nazis below Hitler did not willingly embrace 
the ultimate reality of Himmler’s variant. Even Himmler preferred ideal- 
ized versions of its ugly reality. That reality was created as much from 
below by functional pressures as it was from above by intentions and 
shared values. A significant part of that evolution from below occurred 
within Sipo and SD. 

Although Himmler and Heydrich created Sipo and SD in an image 
that they evolved during the early years, no organization can be shaped 
and molded from above like an inanimate object. No totalitarian state, 
not even Stalin’s often-purged system, has successfully eliminated either 
the human component of its machinery or its objects (the public). No 
matter how disciplined, the humans who make up instruments of power 
must interpret and apply the blueprints received from above to specific, 
everchanging contexts. Furthermore, the formulators on high must de- 
pend largely on those below them for interpretations of the changing 
contexts to which they must respond (i.e., the public: supportive, com- 
pliant or resistant). This book will detail how the members of the 
emerging Sipo and SD, at higher, middle, and lower levels, shaped their 
organizations at least as decisively as did their chiefs. 

The first phase of the police state occurred between 1931 and 1934, 
when the SD emerged and Himmler and Heydrich staked out their 
claims for its future mission. During that same period, the police had 
to cope with the growing reality that they were coming under Nazi 
control. From 1934 through 1937, SD members suffered from crises of 
identity, resulting partly from their increasing ties to the police. Simulta- 
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neously, the police detectives found their professional status, image, and 
mission threatened by real NS control in the virulent form of SS com- 
mand and penetration. 

To unravel these internal developments and their significance, this 
book focuses on the emerging structures and the men of the three com- 
ponents of Sipo and SD; their organizational environments; how mis- 
sions and institutional images influenced recruitment and development; 
the sort of men involved; how they perceived themselves; and how they 
justified or coped with their involvement in the emerging SS—police— 
concentration-camp system. 

After establishing the ethos of each component, one can explore the 
impact of their fusion. The unique mixture of competition and coopera- 
tion and the complex interplay between different institutional images 
produced internal dynamics that may explain much of the historical 
role of Sipo and SD. When these internal dynamics are understood in 
the context of the external pressures created by Nazi radicals, then one 
of the alleged failures of functionalist arguments can be overcome. The 
connection between the role of pressures created by radicals to solve the 
Jewish problem and the ad hoc improvisations of the functionaries that 
made the Holocaust possible becomes more clear.'' 

Unraveling the nature of the personnel requires separating the pro- 
fessional policeman, whether he became Nazi or SS or not, from the 
SD members who entered Sipo and SD from other channels. Different 
pressures worked on each, and different appeals drew each into Sipo 
and SD. Within each group, further subdivisions provide greater insight 
into what drew diverse individuals into their involvements. Most im- 
portant, one must test the widely held assumptions about these men 
and the several theories commonly offered to explain their availability 
for atrocities. One must also call on a wider range of social and psycho- 
logical theories that argue that many Nazi experiences could be dupli- 
cated in more “normative” modern societies than Germany.'? Such the- 
ories must be tested against the complex reality of “the policemen” and 
the “SS men” who actually made up Sipo and SD. 

Before we can reasonably argue about whether the decisions made 
between 1939 and 1942 that led to unbelievable, organized mass mur- 
der were driven more by intentions than by functional developments, 
we need to know more about the time and the institutions in which 
both the intentions and functional pressures had their genesis. Toward 
that end, I continue to focus this analysis on the foundations of the 
Nazi police state and the formative period of Sipo and SD, 1931-1937. 
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Inside the Gestapo 


In 1936, when Hitler appointed Reichsführer SS Heinrich 
Himmler as Chief of the German Police, Himmler assumed 
command of Germany’s first unified Reich police force. Himmler 
proceeded to fuse his SS with those police to create the Nazi 
police state—which became more than simply a police state. The 
fusion of the Reich police force with the SS gave the Himmlerian 
police state a special edge that enabled it to fulfill Hitler’s dreams 
of unlimited power to such a degree that he could pursue his 
ideological conclusions to heretofore unimaginable extremes. 

Himmler immediately divided his police into two branches, 
the uniformed or Order Police (Ordnungspolizei, or Orpo) and 
the plainclothes detectives or Security Police (Sipo). Since 1933, 
these detectives had been divided into two branches that became 
the two divisions of Sipo, the Gestapo and the Kripo. The 
Gestapo, formerly the political police of the various German 
states, were now united into a Reich-wide force for ferreting out 
and eliminating all opposition to the Nazi regime. The regular 
detective police, Kripo, were also united for the first time as a 
Reich-wide force for controlling and eliminating all other threats 
to “social order.” 

Combined in the Sipo, they came under the command of SS- 
General Reinhard Heydrich, who was also chief of the Security 
Service of the SS, the SD. Thus Sipo became fused with the SS 
through its special intelligence branch, the SD. The effects of the 
marriage of Sipo and SD on all of its members is the focus of this 
book. That special combination of agencies became the linchpin of 
the Nazi horror. Its members became Hitler’s executive enforcers 
and social engineers. Without them, it is hard to imagine the 
inhumane extremes of the Third Reich. 

Yet close examination will reveal that most of these men 
would probably have served similar agencies among the western 
allied powers just as well as their counterparts actually did, and 
without any infamy. Some would have been our heroes rather 
than the villains they became. This study is a search for the 
organizational and functional forces in Sipo and SD that not only 
turned these men into Hitler’s enforcers but involved them 
creatively in the worst horrors of the Third Reich. 
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The Weimar Police 


Most of the police in Himmler’s SS empire came from the professional 
police of pre-Nazi Germany. Even though many joined the NS Move- 
ment, and even became SS-SD members, the vast majority identified 
themselves primarily as policemen. Toward an analysis of these men, 
one should evaluate and apply as appropriate the sociopsychological 
theories that have developed from the study of modern police. When 
applied to the German experience between 1918 and 1945, some of 
these theories provide likely explanations for police behavior in the 
Weimar and Nazi eras. Yet one must be cautious when applying theo- 
ries derived in one time and place to another. The body of theory in 
question developed largely from research on American police and then 
expanded, with appropriate modifications, to other societies within the 
Anglo-Saxon legal tradition. Although many German and Austrian soci- 
ologists have few qualms about applying much of this theory to their own 
contemporary police,! applying it to Weimar-era police requires caution. 

Much of this theory revolved around two assumptions: that a cer- 
tain type of personality is drawn to careers in policing; and that the 
roles the police play and the environment in which they operate have 
predictable effects on their personalities or behavior. Subsequent re- 
search has indicated little or no significant difference between police 
and the general population, and has revealed great heterogeneity among 
policemen.” Likewise, research focusing on the socialization of police- 
men does not clearly support arguments for increased authoritarianism 
resulting from police service.” The structure of police work itself de- 
serves more of our attention. With that in mind, a focus on the social- 
psychological pressures of police work in general and the specific police- 
work environments of Weimar and early Nazi Germany should have 
more immediate value for this study. 

One body of theory about police subcultures originally argued that 
role conflicts produce in the police a sense of alienation or isolation 
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from the public at large. The resulting police subculture manifests ele- 
ments of a “pariah subculture.” * The role conflicts in question are com- 
plex. To begin with, the police simply cannot enforce all laws or official 
directives; besides, society never intends for all its laws to be applied 
literally to every situation. Therefore, the police must apply the law 
selectively, leading to role conflicts. For instance, they must comply rea- 
sonably with the interests of both the political and social power struc- 
tures in which they work. Furthermore, the public displays ambivalence 
about both the police and law enforcement. 

Friction between any society and its “out-groups” also creates se- 
vere role conflicts for the police. Ethnic minorities or the lowest strata 
may not identify with or benefit sufficiently from society and, therefore, 
may have less commitment to living by its rules. Society expects the 
police to control such out-groups. Although society usually prefers to 
remain oblivious to how this is done, the police can find themselves 
caught in a severe clash of expectations.’ 

As a policeman becomes aware of hostility and the inconsistent 
standards by which he is judged, he can feel sharply any contrasts be- 
tween the level of esteem he receives and his perception of the important 
role he plays. When he receives inadequate external recognition, he may 
develop other standards by which to evaluate himself. The police may 
develop a “code” different from that of their society. Specifically, their 
subculture can encourage mechanisms that protect the police from crit- 
icism. 

The weakness of such theory is that it minimizes the forces that 
integrate rather than isolate the police, and it predicts uniform re- 
sponses. The exact nature of the social pressures on the police, espe- 
cially the extent of their alienation from society varies greatly in time 
and place.’ 

Any occupational group like the police should develop a subculture: 
they undergo a common program of training emphasizing teamwork, 
work together closely, socialize frequently among themselves, and are 
easily identifiable as a special group. In turning one’s attention to the 
police of Weimar Germany, the question is whether their subculture 
was merely a strong occupational group identity, or whether it acquired 
any of the pariah-like qualities of the model. 

Cross-cultural studies have shown significant differences that 
should affect police subcultures, perhaps preventing anything like that 
observed in the U.S.8 Yet conclusions that high levels of professional- 
ism, self-regulation, and public respect would mitigate against police 
responses in Germany that resemble American models would be un- 
founded. As with other aspects of conventional generalizations about 
German society and culture, the purported submissiveness to police au- 
thority does not hold up to scrutiny.” Although the Weimar-era police 
may have achieved admirable levels of professionalism, they were sub- 
ject to many public pressures and confrontations that would turn them 
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inward against a perceived “hostile public.” Recorded behavior resem- 
bling that predicted by the model argues persuasively for its existence 
in Weimar Germany. 

Innumerable variables must affect application of such theory to a 
historical situation. Among American police forces, attitudes and behav- 
ior vary greatly, depending on the nature of the department, its organi- 
zation, relation to local authority, discipline, training, and the like.‘ 
The continental legal tradition, based on law codes, created a law- 
enforcement environment different from Anglo-Saxon society with its 
common law tradition.!! As an institution, the police had significantly 
different history and traditions. Finally, the police of the Weimar period 
were unionized, thus creating other variables that could affect subcul- 
ture formation. !” 

To adapt this theory to Weimar Germany, one must look to the 
historical specifics. The most obvious variable that should have been at 
work was the high level of social and political turmoil. The less homo- 
geneous a society, the more inconsistent its values, and the sharper its 
social and political crises, the more the police should experience role 
conflicts. Not only was German society still markedly stratified, but the 
social and political disorder and the economic crises created significant, 
often openly subversive, out-groups and a radically polarized society. 
Polarization existed not only between classes but also among the politi- 
cal and ideological factions that would alternately control the police." 
Consequently, a number of specific conflicts should have generated 
police-subculture responses, and there is evidence of the specific form 
they took. 

Any police subculture must provide the policeman with a positive 
self-image, internal rewards and recognition, and mechanisms that pro- 
ject a positive police image and protect the police from external criti- 
cism. In the model, one key mechanism is secrecy. To the extent that 
role conflicts dictate police behavior that might produce criticism, po- 
licemen come under pressure to keep such behavior secret. From the 
day he enters the force, the policeman encounters overt and covert in- 
doctrination into the secrecy mechanisms of the subculture. This sense 
of unity against the outside can go so far as to conceal corruption and 
brutality to defend the honor of the corps.'* 

Most contemporary comparisons of Weimar German and American 
police noted a marked lack of corruption and brutality in the German 
forces. If true, the professional self-image held by the German 
police apparently created subculture pressures, a self-enforcing pro- 
fessional image, that mitigated against corruption and brutality that 
would discredit the force. During the 1920s and 1930s, envious Ameri- 
can reformers attributed these differences to the training and command 
of the respective forces. The American police traditionally belonged to 
the local political system. This, along with lack of professional training 
and civil service regulation, meant that American police became easily 
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enmeshed in local corruption. The German police had few such disad- 
vantages, and benefited from a professional command." 

Studies of the German police reveal that a key element of their self- 
image was that of a professional force beyond political influence. Even 
obvious ideological biases, like those in Bavarian political police offices, 
did not necessarily deny them a sense of being above “political”—that 
is, party—influence. Unfortunately, efforts to reform the police into a 
force suitable for a democratic republic inevitably required “political 
interference.” Consequently, regardless of where the policeman stood 
ideologically in his perception of his professional image, pressure for 
changes could appear as “political” interference threatening his profes- 
sionalism.'¢ 

Since conservative politics demanded little “democratic reform” in 
public institutions, the “political interference” that the police experi- 
enced inevitably came from prorepublican circles. Whether in Prussia, 
where the Socialistische Partei Deutschland (SPD) dominated, or in con- 
servative Bavaria, efforts to move the police to the center required 
movement to the “left.” This image-reform conflict helps explain why 
police could see left-wing political orientations as contaminating their 
professionalism, while the right was less threatening. Predictably, as en- 
forcers of order and the status quo, police should have less empathy for 
the left, but when it threatens their own internal order, it becomes an 
overt “enemy of order.” 

If the image of apolitical, professional autonomy was central to 
their police subculture, the psychological need to preserve that image 
would have been great—even more so when image conflicted with real- 
ity. In his case study of Berlin, Hsi-Huey Liang concluded that the Po- 
lice Presidium made little effort to detect undesirable political affiliation 
in its police. Rather, it relied on denunciations by fellow policemen. Not 
only were denunciations generally not forthcoming, but commanding 
officers usually preferred to deal personally with such problems. Denun- 
ciations coming from outside the police were readily disbelieved, investi- 
gative teams were understaffed, and internal disciplinary courts were 
generally lenient. The standard procedure was transfer to less sensitive 
positions. Files on the political activity of policemen in the south Ger- 
man city of Stuttgart indicate similar responses.!” These are the predict- 
able responses of a police subculture with pariah-like undertones. 

If the comparative studies were accurate in observing that, unlike 
American police, the German police reported and openly disciplined 
cases of corruption and brutality, then we may have a significant scale 
for analyzing the character of a “Weimar” police subculture. Such vio- 
lations that could be openly reported and disciplined reveal the exis- 
tence of well established or “real” professional internal controls. Where 
the secrecy mechanisms operated extensively (as for political involve- 
ment), they revealed both real problems against which the subculture 
had to protect its image, and a social-psychological weak spot. 
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Despite significant cause, the Prussian police did not have a special 
force to investigate subversion and political deviance within the police 
until January 1932. Once created, it became a coordinating center for 
the entire Reich, but with a ludicrously small staff. As a measure of 
attitudes elsewhere, this office complained of lack of cooperation from 
the other states, and one can interpret the official response to its com- 
plaint as “don’t make waves.” '8 

Returning to the issue of police brutality: contrary to the ostensible 
immunity of the German police, the theory argues for a tendency to- 
ward violence in a police subculture. Society requires a policeman to 
tread the fine line between legal and illegal violence daily. Role conflicts 
can make the police regard “force as a necessary and justifiable means 
of instilling ‘respect’ for the police among those who would not other- 
wise be likely to display it.” Since there is evidence of such attitudes 
among many German policemen,!? their alleged resistance to unneces- 
sary violence requires careful reexamination. 

Brutality is obviously an issue for this study. Even if the Weimar 
police were relatively immune to abuses, some advocated (and prac- 
ticed) third degree techniques and summary justice. In Bavaria, during 
the early crisis period (1919-1921), the political police indulged freely 
in such “preventive action.” Under NS rule, the police became notori- 
ously involved with the physical abuse of arrestees. Since police profes- 
sionalism could not prevent these abuses, especially when committed by 
Nazi auxiliaries, the mechanisms of secrecy and subculture indoctrina- 
tion came into play to protect the police image—facilitating the conver- 
sion of the police to NS practices. The professionals covered up and 
denied Nazi excesses.”° 

Before that and despite their professionalism about controlled vio- 
lence, or perhaps because of it, the German police of the 1920s and 
1930s experienced more role conflicts that generated alienation. For in- 
stance, the allegedly lower level of police brutality in the Weimar period 
conflicts with the uniformed police reputation for toughness in dealing 
with demonstrations. The Weimar police were born amid the use of 
deadly force to protect the Republic against its enemies, and throughout 
their short history were regularly reimmersed in such confrontations.*! 
This brought them severe external criticism, especially in the liberal, 
socialist, and Communist presses, and even from the radical right when 
police toughness was “misdirected” against “good citizens.” Police fail- 
ures to maintain order brought rebuke, but so did the application of 
“inappropriate” force to the “wrong” people. No matter what the po- 
lice do in an unstable society, controlling its numerous out-groups will 
bring rebuke from some quarter. In a police subculture, this friction 
should produce two effects that help explain the German experience. 

The first effect is police hostility toward those groups who threaten 
order and create the crisis situations most conducive to role conflicts 
for the police. Police hostility toward the Kommunistische Partei 
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Deutschland (KPD) is well known, and police-subculture theory adds to 
our understanding of why. In contrast, police attitudes toward the NS 
Movement were more complex, and this theory also contributes to anal- 
ysis of those attitudes. 

The second effect introduces another mechanism of police subcul- 
tures. In any isolated group, authority tends to become more personal 
than it is supposed to in a legal, bureaucratic command structure. Au- 
thority gravitates to leaders who identify with the values of the group 
rather than with those of society. Examples of this are obvious in the 
problems of reformers like Albert Grzesinski and Bernhard Weiss in 
Berlin, but they can also be read into Harold Gordon’s analysis of 
power relations in the Bavarian police.?? Furthermore, external appeals 
directed at the police should gain more favorable responses when ori- 
ented toward police subcultural rather than toward societal values. This 
provided a lever that the Nazis pushed most effectively. 

These two effects help clarify the crises in the police and their sus- 
ceptibility to NS penetration, control and use. Subculture theory facili- 
tates evaluation of more traditional explanations of the police role in 
the Third Reich. An overview of their organization, the nature of their 
personnel, and their career conditions provide a further test of the appli- 
cability of such theory and may suggest some suitable modifications. 


The Professional Police Establishment 
and Its Problems 


Under the Weimar constitution, the federal states retained police 
authority, while many municipalities retained independent forces. There 
were no federal police. Each state force was divided into several compo- 
nents, the most central of which was the uniformed force most com- 
monly called Schutzpolizei (Schupo). The Schupo in turn consisted of 
two forces. Part were heavily armed and housed in barracks, to be em- 
ployed in force for crowd control (especially strikes and demonstra- 
tions) and the suppression of revolutionary uprisings. The remainder 
were assigned to urban precincts for routine patrol and police work. 
In the countryside, each state maintained a uniformed Gendarmerie or 
Landjägerei separate from the Schupo. The remainder of the state police 
served in plainclothes. Units of detectives, Kriminalpolizei, were as- 
signed to the cities, and administrative police (Verwaltungspolizei) per- 
formed regulatory roles (housing, sanitation, etc.) and did administra- 
tive work for the other police. 

Since the Reich supplemented state police budgets, the Reich minis- 
ter of the interior could encourage uniformity among state forces. Each 
state minister of the interior regulated organizational and personnel pol- 
icies throughout his state, but each unit was commanded by regional or 
local authorities. Thus, policy was centrally regulated while command 
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was decentralized. The central authority of the states and the Reich 
Interior Ministry’s influence over training and personnel created a uni- 
form police career system that varied only slightly from state to state.” 
Even municipal forces generally followed the pattern. 

The system divided careerists into two groups, those with higher 
education, who began at officer ranks, and the rest, who worked their 
way up from below. For the latter, entry began in the uniformed Schupo 
as a police candidate in the Basic Police School. With police training 
also came access to general education, through which one could achieve 
the equivalent of the Abitur. Entry into officer career lines required such 
a diploma. Meanwhile, after one year, graduates from police school 
became police corporals (Wachtmeister) and were assigned to a tactical 
unit for several years. Housed in barracks and employed as teams 
against hostile citizens in strikes, demonstrations, and riots, the young 
policeman experienced an environment highly conducive to subculture 
formation, but also providing strong group support for those who fit 
in. Some training programs deliberately inculcated a sense of closed- 
group identity and alienation from society,”* but pending more case 
studies, one can argue only that evidence implies strong police encultu- 
ration at the entry level. 

After completing tactical unit service, policemen served in precinct 
stations. They took courses to qualify for sergeant (Oberwachtmeister) 
to become eligible for transfer to other branches of the police. They 
could soon retire with entitlement to preference in a middle civil service 
career. Meanwhile, those who aspired to officer rank, the equivalent of 
higher civil service, attended police officer schools. 

Men who sought detective careers could transfer after eight years 
of Schupo service as detective assistant candidates (Kriminal-assistant 
Anwärter), or after twelve years directly as detective assistant. Promo- 
tion depended on successful completion of training courses and exami- 
nations through which one could rise to detective (Kriminalsekretär), 
the top of the middle detective career ladder. To advance to the higher, 
or officer, levels, one became a detective inspector candidate (Kriminal- 
kommissar Anwärter) and negotiated more schools and examinations. 

Direct access to higher detective ranks was open to police officers 
and university graduates, who after passing state qualification exams 
(usually in jurisprudence) entered as detective inspector candidates. 
From detective inspector, one could rise ultimately to government coun- 
selor (Regierungsrat), the equivalent of police major. At this command 
level, higher civil servants transferred freely throughout government ad- 
ministration, so that one could command police detective offices with- 
out having risen through the detective ranks. It was at this level that 
qualified NS civil servants without police backgrounds would make 
their entry into Kripo and Gestapo. 

The reformed police career system of the Weimar era gave secure 
employment, good working conditions, educational opportunities, good 
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pay, regular leave, insurance and pensions. In the early years, promo- 
tion came rapidly, but the ranks soon filled with many men in the same 
retirement age groups so that advancement stagnated. Younger police- 
men especially faced many years frozen in lower ranks. Thus, at pre- 
cisely the time when the police experienced heightened role conflicts 
through violence and politicization, they also experienced reduced rec- 
ognition. 

Unfortunately, we have no reliable studies of who filled the ranks 
of the professional police, not even the most basic official statistics. One 
anonymous publication gave a statistical profile of the Prussian police 
in 1929 which was probably based on official statistics. In terms of 
rural-urban origins, the police closely matched the general population. 
The largest group (40 percent) had originally trained for careers in the 
crafts; the next largest group (22 percent) came from white-collar jobs; 
about 12 percent came from agricultural backgrounds. Educationally, 
77 percent had completed only primary school, while only 10 percent 
had the eleventh-year high-school-leaving certificate and 2 percent the 
Abitur.*> 

Nothing that one can deduce about a hypothetical German police 
subculture suggests any special vulnerability to NS appeals; on the con- 
trary, the relative security of their positions should have provided some 
immunity. Manipulation of that subculture would be as important as 
the ideology of the manipulators. Frustrations over limited promotional 
opportunities and mandated retirement peaked just when the Republic’s 
last trial had begun, when the depression closed all other opportunities, 
and when the police confronted the full brunt of Nazi and Communist 
assault. As role conflicts increased and recognition decreased, the mech- 
anisms of a police subculture should have created levers that could be 
used to “turn” the police. 

The ultimate crisis of the Weimar police grew from several prob- 
lems: their prerepublican traditions; the origins of the new police as 
a force created to restore order and guarantee the safety of existing 
governments; the transition from an authoritarian police tradition to a 
force appropriate to a liberal-democratic republic; the complication of 
that transition by a lack of consensus in the broadest terms over the 
proper form and mission for this new police; and the renewed assault 
on the republic and its police before the new society and its police could 
find accommodation. Such problems not only generated role conflicts 
but threatened the police establishment itself. 

The changes from old to new order produced powerful stresses.*® 
Usually, the royal state police forces had aspirations to the image and 
prestige of the military. Almost all policemen had been soldiers. With 
the military model came an image of the police as aloof agents of the 
state rather than servants of the people. After 1919, the combat envi- 
ronment in which the new police emerged required an equally milita- 
rized force. The resultant preference for veterans as policemen preserved 
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a military ethos that would have taken several generations to wear 
away.’ 

Pressures counterbalancing military and authoritarian traditions 
came from many quarters that wanted a police image of servants of the 
public interest. The arrogant and authoritarian imperial police proto- 
type had to give way to the friendly cop on the beat or, better still, the 
Social Democrat’s ideal of a “people’s police.” Unfortunately, there was 
not enough time to effect these changes. Although considerable 
agreement existed over the need for law and order, there was no 
agreement over the proper role and relation of the police in society. The 
anti-republican forces exploited this weakness effectively in their efforts 
to undermine the Republic. 

Perhaps the major transitional problem facing all modern police has 
been the curbing of police powers in favor of guarantees for individual 
rights. In this respect, Germany had to make a greater than average 
transition under revolutionary conditions. During the Weimar period, 
the process of restricting police power advanced considerably through a 
system of administrative courts that protected the individual from po- 
lice excesses.?® 

While the forces of liberalism and socialism tried to curb police 
power, right-wing movements argued that the restrictions of the liberal, 
constitutional state had “chained the police” and paralyzed the author- 
ity of the state. Again the police were caught in the middle. Modern 
developments constantly put stumbling blocks between them and the 
performance of their duty, while seemingly encouraging a popular view 
of the police as oppressors against whom the people needed protection. 
Yet, simultaneously they were taunted with the image of an emasculated 
force and chided for their failure to protect society.’? 

In this respect, the paramilitary units of the police—the training 
ground for rookies—became the center of conflicts. When used to con- 
trol strikes and demonstrations, they encountered the working class, the 
unemployed masses, or the politically active and public-spirited citizen, 
Both the Communists and Nazis made the most of that conflict in their 
propaganda. They portrayed the police as agents of an evil regime di- 
rected against the people.°*° 

The preceding description paints an image of a police force torn 
by contradictory tendencies and pressures, both internal and external. 
Although the fate of this police force is known, the relation between 
these pressures and that fate is more problematical; however, the poten- 
tial for such conflicts to generate predictable responses from a police 
subculture seems readily apparent. 

The tug-of-war over militarism and authoritarianism versus a “peo- 
ple’s police” image produced a decisive split within the police subcul- 
ture itself. In Prussia, the policemen’s unions represented the split. From 
early on, the Schrader Verband (Allgemeine Preussischer Polizeibeamten 
Verband), which claimed to represent 70 percent of the rank and file, 
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supported and encouraged government reforms to “democratize” the 
police. This movement generated a counterpart, the Verein der Pol- 
izeibeamten Preussens, which claimed to represent 90 percent of the 
officers, and which fought for the military and authoritarian traditions. 
After 1928 it conducted a veritable feud with Severing’s regime, and in 
Berlin from 1930, it stood in an almost open state of war with Grzesin- 
ski, the SPD police president.*! 

From such tension many policemen, especially officers, grew iso- 
lated from the government and hostile toward liberal and socialist poli- 
ticians whose reform efforts associated them with hostile critics of the 
police. Considering such great potential for a rift in the police, one won- 
ders that Liang detected no lack of discipline or insubordination among 
the lower ranks in his study of the Berlin police. Perhaps the “funda- 
mental solidarity in the police” that he describes attests to the power of 
a police subculture to bond its diverse components despite such internal 
disagreement.** The police career system apparently produced tremen- 
dous cohesiveness and in-group support. 


The Detective Police 


In light of such complexities, it seems appropriate to focus specifi- 
cally on the detective police who would form the bulk of Sipo. Their 
uniqueness and its possible effects on how they related to the rest of the 
police, to society, and to the above conflicts should indicate whether 
they remained part of the general police subculture and whether they 
had any special susceptibility to NS subversion.?? 

The detectives with their laboratory technicians are universally dis- 
tinct from the uniformed police. Their more specialized, technical, and 
mental work and their academic promotion process ensured that this 
field drew the better educated or the more determined from among po- 
lice recruits. Advancement into the middle and higher levels depended 
on qualifying examinations, and continued promotion depended, 
among other things, on academic course work. Among detectives, intel- 
lectual ability rated high in peer evaluation at all levels, and the higher 
one rose the more important became signs of social status. The high 
civil service commonly based personal evaluations on bearing, dress, 
cleanliness, manners, speech, and cultural polish.** 

Nevertheless, the detective ranks were filled mostly by men who 
had risen from Schupo service. The majority had entered Schupo with 
grade-school educations and finished their formal schooling within the 
police. Generationally, they were divided between older holdovers from 
the imperial era, who were often frustrated by their personal limitations 
or bad luck, and the younger Weimar era-recruits, some better edu- 
cated, who were blocked by the “bottleneck” of seniors ahead of them. 
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Among detective officers, even greater divisions existed. Men with 
university educations had become officers directly. They served side by 
side with older detectives who had risen through the ranks and younger 
recruits with the Abitur who had become candidates after only two 
years of Schupo service. The older men had often experienced a rush 
forward in the early years, but had to share their status with the better 
educated newcomers. Despite their privileged status, these newcomers 
also felt they had good cause for resentment. In the old days, their social 
standing would have meant more prestigious careers. Under the Repub- 
lic, careers were more open to talent, but advantages derived from so- 
cial origin remained. Thus when anyone failed to achieve a status com- 
mensurate with either his origins or his supposed talents, “the system” 
could always be to blame. 

Among detectives, competition for potentially rewarding cases cre- 
ated a ready-made environment for charges of favoritism. Younger men 
blocked by more established professionals became active in concerns 
that promised to change things. For some, this meant greater involve- 
ment in police unions or in politics.’ They might seek reforms within 
the system, or they might join the ranks of those antirepublicans who 
favored more radical programs of national rejuvenation. 

Despite such frustrations, detectives usually had the most positive 
public image among police, especially in a society fascinated with sensa- 
tional crime stories. In Prussia, the detectives claimed a phenomenal 
record of success to bolster their image: in 1925—1926 solving 86 per- 
cent of all murders, 95 percent of all homicides, and 51 percent of rob- 
beries; even in massive urban centers like Berlin, 97 percent of murders, 
94 percent of homicides, and 38 percent of robberies. But such status 
did not accrue uniformly, and state funding was cut during the depres- 
sion despite mounting case loads. Furthermore, public response to the 
detective force was mixed and transitory. Acclaim for individuals mixed 
with criticism of the force for unsolved, sensational cases, while worsen- 
ing social conditions produced ambivalence about many aspects of law 
enforcement.?® 

There are problems in assuming a uniform subculture shared by 
detectives and other police. The detectives who had risen from the ranks 
should have brought a police subculture with them, but among the of- 
ficers there must have been less unity. Nevertheless, those with educa- 
tional advantages eventually experienced the same frustrations and had 
to work as members of the same team. All shared the self-image of the 
“detective.” Perhaps their subculture was less cohesive and supportive, 
perhaps their frustrations and sense of alienation were greater. Al- 
though there is not yet any empirical base, the impression emerging 
from the literature and from the personnel files of Sipo men is that the 
detectives, like the uniformed officers, were attracted in disproportion- 
ate numbers to right-wing causes and ultimately the NS Movement. 
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This seems like a contradiction, for despite possible differences, one 
element stood out as clearly among the detectives as the regular police: 
the self-image of apolitical professionalism.*” In the late Republic, poli- 
tics and police frustrations became so mixed as to challenge that cher- 
ished image, which helps explain the contradiction. 


Undermining the Police 


Dissatisfaction over promotions and professional police attitudes 
that run counter to liberal beliefs about law and order tend to be mutu- 
ally escalating. In the police, frustrations over promotion intensify ten- 
dencies toward an alienated subculture.** In an alienated subculture, 
such frustrations tend to find the “real” cause in external sources. The 
German police, like the general population, increasingly shared the con- 
viction that the problem lay with “the system” and Germany’s humili- 
ated position. 

For instance, the identification, apprehension, and conviction of a 
lawbreaker and the published crime rate provide major measures of suc- 
cess for the police. Under the influence of an alienated subculture, such 
measures can become all-important, a symbol to the police of real “law 
and order” and their self-esteem. Anything that interferes with the ease 
and success of convicting criminals becomes an unnecessary encum- 
brance.’? 

In nationalist circles, the liberal restrictions of the Weimar Consti- 
tution that “handcuffed” the police appeared as foreign concepts, un- 
dermining Germany’s institutions of order. By trying to enforce these 
restrictions, the Weimar system seemed responsible for the perceived 
decline in law and order. Given a press much preoccupied with the 
sensational crimes of the era, an individual detective could become a 
public hero, finding a forum from which to enter public debate on the 
state of law and order. As a “man in the know,” he could advocate 
more severe sentences, sterilization of social degenerates and habitual 
criminals, and a more free hand for the police.*? When a policeman 
took such public positions, the right frequently proclaimed him as an 
ally. In return, their promises to bring the laws, the judiciary, and the 
legal profession into line with a stern Germanic tradition of law and 
order must have had the desired effect on many policemen. 

Yet despite all these reasons why policemen might have been drawn 
away from support of the Republic, scholars until recently generally 
agreed that in fact the police served the Republic dutifully to the end. 
Scholars also agreed, however, that powerful traditions hindered the 
successful introduction of liberal democratic principles into the police 
professional self-image and concept of mission. This seems a paradox 
worth explaining, for it meant that the police would be less resistant to 
right-wing arguments and more resistant to a government that would 
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“democratize” them. It could not have been the liberal constitutional 
Republic to which they remained loyal. Furthermore, the negative effect 
on the police of the efforts of the left (both the SPD and KPD) under- 
mined their resistance to Nazi appeals. It added to dissension among 
the police and intensified the traditions and attitudes upon which the 
Nazis could capitalize. 

The German police were hostile to Communism and to working- 
class and other elements that joined the Communists in protests and 
demonstrations. For the police, no real distinction existed between such 
disruptions and any other criminal activity. Furthermore, most police- 
men, like other people, saw Communism as subversive of all the values 
they held dear, because of its internationalist, Comintern alignment; its 
attacks on property and profit; and its atheism. The KPD enhanced its 
association with lawlessness and anarchy by its call to smash the police 
as the state’s tool of oppression. Most extremely, the KPD drove the 
police deeper into hostility by acts of violence and murder directed spe- 
cifically at policemen.*! Police training manuals and other publications 
further inflamed their hostility. They described Communist Red Front 
fighters as “the most worthless, criminal elements in society,” and “rab- 
ble of the meanest sort, interested only in selfish gain.” Anti-KPD 
indoctrination and physical confrontations with the KPD undermined 
police resistance to right-radical appeals. Although lowered resistance 
would not necessarily make the police pro-Nazi, it enhanced NS appeals 
for some. 

An anti-Communist sentiment had been firmly established among 
German police everywhere after 1919. The German “police-armies” 
had emerged specifically as the counterrevolutionary arm of the Repub- 
lic. Consequently, they viewed Communism with open, extreme hostil- 
ity, while perceiving the right more ambivalently. Rightists represented 
a rowdy and dangerous element, but at least their national loyalty was 
beyond question. From the beginning, the prevalent attitude of the po- 
lice was anti-Communist, strongly nationalistic, but otherwise indiffer- 
ent to “partisan politics.” They generally disapproved of right radicals, 
but did not consider them too serious a threat. Meanwhile, police 
hostility toward the Reds had developed into a preventive-attack men- 
tality that, in the long run, may have produced more trouble than it pre- 
vented.** 

Although time might have worn away the anti-Communist fixation 
and tightened the bonds with the Republic and its principles, events did 
not allow it. The KPD strategy became more radical just as the depres- 
sion began to exaggerate tensions. Pressures escalated between 1928 
and 1933. One sees clues of a significant breakdown within the police 
before 1932. For “breakdown,” however, one should not read “col- 
lapse,” for that did not happen. Instead, there was a subtle shift from a 
police force that tried to serve a republic to one increasingly alienated 
from that role, imposing its own definition of law and order. The shift 
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paralleled the general move of Germany into a right-radical phase 
after 1929.* 

By 1927, increasing clashes between the Sturmabteilung (SA) and 
the Red Front led the police to use a heavy hand in managing political 
demonstrations. Their lack of restraint often ended in shootings that 
sometimes killed and wounded bystanders. The police perceived an ap- 
parent decline in their public image, for they certainly got bad press. 
Tensions came to a head on May Day 1929, when working-class dis- 
tricts of Berlin erupted into near civil war. Thirty-one people died; more 
than a hundred were injured. Innocents along with insurgents became 
victims of police gunfire. The press also accused the police of beating 
up reporters who filed derogatory reports. For months thereafter, part 
of the press attacked the police for bloodthirsty and callous behavior. 
Whatever the real public response was, it was irrelevant: the critical 
press and Communist propaganda told police that respectable citizens 
feared and hated them.* The police responded with blind self- 
justification, even pride in their display of technical proficiency. Their 
sense of growing public hostility had turned them inward. They felt 
betrayed by the people and the government. 

The Berlin experience may have been extreme, but the general effect 
all over Germany was the same. Despite efforts by leaders who saw 
threats from the right, most attention focused on the Red danger. While 
policemen readily reported Communist subversion among themselves, 
they apparently did not see the Nazis as subversive.*” For a growing 
number of policemen, what the Nazis said about the link between crime 
and disorder, International Communism, and the weakness of the Re- 
public made sense. From this point on, individual policemen drew in- 
creasingly closer to the Nazis, some joining the Movement.** 

In addition to violent confrontations, Communist propaganda in- 
tended to subvert the police created an additional psychological con- 
frontation. Although the Communists directed extensive efforts at the 
police, they won few policemen to their side. If anything, their efforts 
backfired and drove policemen into the Nazi camp. Communists saw 
the police as a major instrument of the capitalist establishment. They 
represented an enemy force to be attacked and destroyed, if the revolu- 
tion were to succeed. The Communists had two objectives: penetration 
for intelligence purposes and subversive activities designed to undermine 
the force and to win individual policemen to the revolution. Efforts to 
win policemen generally failed. The Communists compounded this fail- 
ure by trying to give the impression of greater success, and by openly 
flaunting police authority in distributing their propaganda in barracks. 
Worst of all, KPD propaganda attacked the police as an institution and 
a profession.*? It increased their sense of alienation, drew them inward, 
and made them ever more ready for radical reforms in “the system.” 

In contrast, the Nazis did not usually attack the police as an institu- 
tion nor try to destroy them from within. To be sure, many Nazi activi- 
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ties left policemen with hostile impressions. They intimidated individual 
anti-Nazi policemen, but they made no centralized effort to destroy the 
police. Nazi intelligence agencies penetrated the police, but without a 
Party policy for undermining and destroying them. For most of the NS 
Movement, the police represented an essential institution to be main- 
tained and strengthened after their power seizure. For this purpose, po- 
licemen could be recruited in advance into the Movement.°° With the 
Nazis, the police encountered less psychological confrontation, and 
more sympathy. 

The Nazis would take over the police when they took over the reins 
of government. Before Hitler became chancellor, they already controlled 
the governments of Anhalt, Mecklenburg, Oldenburg, Thuringia, and 
Braunschweig. But the real blow came in Prussia. Until the spring of 
1932, the Prussian government, firmly in the hands of prorepublican 
parties, notably the Social Democrats, influenced the police strongly 
enough to counterbalance the swing to the right. Then “von Papen’s 
Coup” so thoroughly purged the Prussian police of SPD men and ele- 
ments friendly to them that the Nazis had no problems directing the 
police to their own ends. 

In July 1932, Reich Chancellor von Papen, declaring that the Prus- 
sian government had failed to maintain public order, declared martial 
law and relieved SPD government and police officials and their prore- 
publican allies of all authority. In a complete about-face, the SPD now 
appeared on the political police list of potentially subversive organiza- 
tions. The purge of the administration and police was so efficient that 
when Hermann Goring took charge in Prussia, much of his work was 
already done.*! If the backbone of the German police was not broken, 
it was at least twisted to the right. All over Germany, pro-Nazi elements 
could emerge more openly, and those who had disdained Hitler’s fol- 
lowers must have had second thoughts. 

From the beginning, the political “meddling” of left-wing politi- 
cians had caused tension in the police. Open confrontation with Com- 
munists, hostile criticism from the left, right-wing taunts of ineffec- 
tiveness, and the conflicts of police work in an unstable society 
produced a growing, hopeless frustration. The relative economic secu- 
rity of the policeman kept him tightly identified with his service, though 
not necessarily with the Republic. On the other hand, his social and 
professional frustrations appeared to be the result of a weak, corrupt 
government. Ambivalence toward the Republic grew and in many cases 
turned into disdain and hostility.’ The right, especially the Nazis, rec- 
ognized this discontent and took full advantage of it in propaganda 
directed at the police. 

Nevertheless, the continued presence of prorepublican elements in 
the police until at least the summer of 1932, and the relatively small 
number of policemen openly favoring NS, clearly show that Nazi hege- 
mony in the police was never inevitable until they had won political 
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victory. In that process, within both the state and the police, the forces 
of the conservative counterrevolution paved the way. Once the Nazis 
were the legal government, however, they had in the police a susceptible 
agency, if they appealed to them through the channels of their subcul- 
ture and stroked their professional image. 

The police corps generated a powerful institutional identity that re- 
jected alignment with specific political parties. Yet the pressures of the 
Weimar environment made its members susceptible to NS appeals. 
There were enough conjunctions with the values of the NS world view 
to facilitate an incremental transformation of police values. 


Early Transformations 


Well before the “power seizure,” important elements in the Move- 
ment had paved the way. Although the Nazis had no uniform approach, 
the main thrust of NS propaganda, especially the line that Himmler 
pushed, appealed to the values of a police subculture. It smothered any 
sense of hostility and opposition. If the policeman felt alienated, the 
Nazis offered a warm and loving embrace. They portrayed the police- 
man as a man who served out of a sense of duty to society. He was no 
more the willing agent of the Republic than any other good German; 
instead, he was also its victim.” They exonerated the police and their 
profession from responsibility for existing evils and promised them 
“that the police in the Third Reich will be conceded a more esteemed 
and respected place than at present.” Nazi service chiefs would support 
their police unlike “the superiors in the present system, where indeed 
the police, especially the Schutzpolizei, are viewed and treated only as a 
necessary evil.” 34 

They projected respect for the image of apolitical aloofness by 
promising that under the new regime the police would stand above poli- 
tics and become truly the police of the entire people rather than of just 
one ideological interest group (the left implied).”” Although this “re- 
spect” seems grossly cynical, such a promise was hardly incompatible 
with the perceptions of NS leaders like Wilhelm Frick or Himmler. They 
meant it in the sense that the Movement was “above” partisan politics 
(it intended to end it) and represented the interests of the “true Volk.” 

Regardless of how strong the Nazi appeal should have been for 
policemen, we have little knowledge of how well it worked. A 1935 
report to Hitler claimed that before 1933, 700 uniformed policemen 
(only about 0.7 percent) became Party members. This figure excluded 
administrative police and detectives, and apparently did not include po- 
licemen who had only joined NS-affiliated organizations.°° Beyond that 
lies the question of NS sympathizers with no official affiliations. 

The issue is clouded because, before the summer of 1932, the law 
prohibited membership for most policemen in NS organizations. Also, 
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subsequent claims of a pro-Nazi stance before 1933 are impossible to 
substantiate. Liang estimated that since many Nazi policemen were of- 
ficers, they had a disproportionate influence in Berlin, eventually 
wrenching control of more precincts from the SPD than the socialists 
retained. In Hamburg by 1932, 27 out of 240 officers joined the Nazi 
Police Officers’ Group, and a similar ratio existed in Lübeck. In Rüs- 
tringen, Oldenburg, where the Party dominated the government, a local 
NS official claimed that by 1932 60 percent of the police had joined his 
NS policemen’s group. All over Germany success from within the police 
went hand in hand with influence from above through electoral vic- 
tories.°” 

Among the detective forces, a few specific cases of NS penetration 
reveal the diversity of links with the Movement. An example of the 
earlier recruits, Erich Vogel of the Saxon Criminal Police had begun an 
officer’s career in the army, but after suffering a disability, was released 
in 1916 to begin a detective career. He quickly revealed his political 
inclinations, establishing connections with the German Peoples’ Free- 
dom Movement, and by 1926 he was working for NS intelligence oper- 
ations. At the request of the Party, he did not join until 1933, so he 
could work clandestinely, keeping the Party informed of police and gov- 
ernment plans. By 1932, he had a working relationship with the SS, and 
in November 1933, he became a member of the SS-SD. He had been a 
member of the Saxon Gestapo since March 1933, and would become 
the center of a sensational proceeding in 1935 against Gestapo and con- 
centration camp officials for brutality.°® 

In Thüringia, where the Nazis participated in the government as 
early as 1930, detectives Hellmuth Gommlich and Max Rausch could 
openly join the Party in 1931 and 1930, respectively, Rausch serving 
with the Nazi district intelligence service. Both had fought during the 
war and entered police service from the military. Gommlich, a police 
lieutenant, became a detective inspector in 1926; Rausch, rising from 
the ranks, became a detective sergeant in 1920. Both joined SS-SD in 
1933.” 

Berlin had a fair share of prominent detectives who turned Nazi.®° 
Erich Liebermann von Sonnenberg became a detective officer candidate 
in 1912. By 1915, he was frozen in rank. As an outspoken advocate of 
forced sterilization to prevent crime and reduce burdens on society, he 
put himself at odds with the regime. In January 1932, he became the 
unofficial representative of the higher criminal police officials in the NS 
Fellowship of Civil Servants, where his theories found approval, and he 
joined the Party. He had allegedly served for “a long time” as an espe- 
cially esteemed V-man (Vertranensmann—trusted agent) of the SA and 
SS. With the NS takeover, he became head of the Berlin Criminal Police, 
quickly rising in rank to assistant commissioner. There he would “lead 
the fight against crime using methods which I always thought proper, 
but which could never have been applied but for . . . the National 
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Resurrection.” After 1936, Sonnenberg’s status declined; he served ob- 
scurely in the Gestapo and died of illness in 1941.6! 

Philip Greiner became a detective officer candidate in 1920, but was 
frozen in rank by 1923. Failure to complete university may have hurt 
him. He became involved in a long-standing personal and political feud 
with Deputy Police President Weiss, providing a point of contact with 
the Nazis. In August 1932, his NS affiliations became open when he 
became head of the NS civil servants’ organization and joined the Party. 
With the “power seizure,” he would insure NS interests in the criminal 
police as head of personnel affairs for the detective division of the Berlin 
Presidium. Like many of his colleagues, he entered the SS-SD only in 
1938 with the official fusion of SS and police ranks. 

Among the less “apolitical,” Dr. Rudolf Braschwitz turned from 
dentistry to become detective inspector in 1927. From 1928 he served 
as a political police expert on the Communist Movement. “To please 
his superiors,” he joined first the Union of Democratic Officials, then 
the Democratic Party, and finally, in 1930, the SPD. His nose for poli- 
tics led him out, however, in 1932, and somewhat belatedly, on January 
1, 1933, he became a contributing member of the SS, an honorary affil- 
iation open to almost any German. Soon his expertness and the perfor- 
mance of “special assignments” against KPD and SPD for Goring gave 
him early entry into the Party and guaranteed his career.‘ 

One element stands out among these and other detectives. By 1931, 
either NS appeals won them, or they sought to guarantee themselves in 
that camp. After the Papen coup in 1932, they could proclaim NS loy- 
alty and openly recruit others, or they rushed to establish their first link 
with the Movement. Obviously, they remained a minority, but that did 
not make them insignificant. One cannot judge which of them were 
simply opportunists, and which embraced National Socialism because it 
spoke to their values or needs. 

Regardless, in 1933, all policemen found themselves in the service 
of NS regimes. In Prussia that came suddenly when Herman Goring 
became provisional Minister of the Interior. According to Rudolf Diels, 
first head of the Gestapo, the police responded positively to Göring. 
The Nazis called for “Law, Order, and Authority,” and Göring de- 
manded that the police be freed of encumbrances that prevented them 
from achieving these goals. He also seemed to protect their integrity 
from the sort of sweeping purges, or worse still, replacement by a Nazi 
militia that radical elements threatened. One gets the impression that 
the police generally shared the sense of national rejuvenation that the 
new regime brought. Less than 2 percent of the ranks and 7 percent of 
the officers fell victim to the NS purge. As a result, the police turned 
diligently to the job of cleaning up the Reich, and they gave an image 
of legitimacy and propriety to the extralegal acts that ensued.‘* 

The NS purge hardly touched the detectives and administrative staff 
of the Prussian criminal police. By the end of the year, the Nazis purged 
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only 103 or (1.5 percent) in all of Prussia. Detectives like Liebermann 
von Sonnenberg replaced the liberal policymakers. Liebermann became 
chief of the Berlin office, and by March had risen three ranks. To be 
sure, Nazis or, most commonly, nationalist sympathizers filled the key 
positions under him, but most important, they all came from the 
detective-trained staff. Like all police, these detectives had an apprecia- 
tion for order and authority which, reinforced by the values of their 
professional subculture, made them willing participants in the first steps 
toward the police state.‘ 

Encouragement to use their new protective-custody arrest powers 
went hand in hand with constant reminders against too much caution 
in using firearms. Through the so-called “Shooting Order” of February 
17 and numerous speeches, Goring left no doubt that he would consider 
caution in the use of force and firearms as dereliction of duty. In con- 
trast, he would exonerate policeman from any repercussions from free 
use of arrest powers and weapons. Göring, as their superior, would 
assume the blame and shield them from criticism.® He reinforced such 
authorization with appeals to professional and patriotic duty. 

With this pressure to do their duty against the enemies of society, 
the police must have been keyed up psychologically for the outburst of 
anti-Communist action that followed the Reichstag fire of February 28. 
As long as their SA auxiliaries only went after the Communists, beating 
them up, killing a few, and destroying their party facilities and homes, 
the police felt little concern at seeing their old enemies put down. But 
as the SA wrath spilled over onto individual Jews, the SPD, the labor 
unions, and even the would-be allies of the Nazis, they could not deny 
the lawlessness of it all. Worse yet, they had to include these thugs in 
regular patrols and police routine. The SA’s lack of professional know- 
how, its swaggering and brutality belied the policeman’s self-image of 
legitimized authority and force.° All told, the collective police response 
to the new regime had to have been as mixed as everyone else’s. 

Until some empirical base can be established, the impression stands 
that the police were not overly inclined in NS directions. Nothing indi- 
cates that they led rather than followed the general public in embracing 
the NS cause. As elsewhere in German society, a few well-placed Nazis 
worked disproportionately well in establishing NS influence until the 
local government turned. Once the Nazis became the government, the 
police not only continued to serve, but like most Germans embraced 
the Movement as Germany’s hope. Once that happened, their police 
subculture may have made them more vulnerable to becoming Hitler’s 
enforcers. 





From Political 
Detectives to 
Gestapo, 1933—1934 


Under the Weimar system, most German states had a central office that 
coordinated the investigation of political crimes. In the field, detectives 
working in the political branches of regional police offices supported 
this central office. Though political detectives were usually specialists, 
the overlap with other crimes was so great and political specialists so 
few in number, that some detectives did double duty, supported as usual 
by the uniformed police.! 

As the Nazis acquired control in each state, their preoccupations 
led to enlarged, often independent, centrally commanded political police 
forces. In several states, a conventional title from the age of absolutist 
monarchs, Geheime Staatspolizei (secret or privy state police), came 
back into use, soon abbreviated as Gestapo. Usually a Geheime Staats- 
polizeiamt (Gestapo office) commanded a system of Staatspolizei re- 
gional posts. Some states used other nomenclature: for instance, the 
Bavarian or the Braunschweig Political Police. Until 1936 and the cre- 
ation of a Reich Gestapo under Himmler, there was no national politi- 
cal police.” 

Nevertheless, by the spring of 1934, Himmler succeeded in coordi- 
nating all the separate political police under Heydrich, who headed 
Himmler’s Central Office of the Commander of the Political Police of 
the German States and Inspector of the Prussian Gestapo. After the 
Nazi seizure of Bavaria in March 1933, Himmler had become com- 
mander of the Bavarian Political Police. Then, in the fall/winter of 1933/ 
34, he convinced the Reichsstatthalter (extraordinary governors ap- 
pointed by Hitler) of most smaller states to appoint him commander 
of their political police. This uniform “command” created Reich-wide 
coordination, but it was limited because each Reichsstatthalter main- 
tained primary influence over the actual chief of his political police, who 
was usually both the Reichsstaathalter’s man as well as an SS officer. 
Nevertheless, by April 1934, Himmler’s status had led Goring to ap- 
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point him inspector of the Prussian Gestapo. Thereafter, Himmler in- 
creasingly tightened his hold over the separate state political police 
forces until they were fused into the Reich Gestapo in 1936.° 

After Himmler acquired de jure command and made Heydrich their 
chief, the political detectives had to work increasingly with the SD. 
With the creation of Sipo in 1936, the inclusion of Kripo made that 
marriage even more complex. Since this involved a transfusion of per- 
sonnel rather than mere administrative coordination, Sipo and SD be- 
came a complex network of interlocking, multiple identities, as each 
branch had its own heterogeneous ethos. Before one can explore this 
mix fully, the transformations that the detective police underwent dur- 
ing the initial stages of fusion require elaboration. In the process one 
can also unravel some of the early mechanisms of “legitimization,” the 
process by which they came to accept sanctioned violence as their duty. 

Social psychologists argue that it is “ordinary people” who partici- 
pate in sanctioned violence.* A brief summary of such theories provides 
a model against which to compare the experiences of the men of the 
Gestapo. Several interrelated processes help weaken moral restraints 
against sanctioned violence: authorization, bolstering, routinization, 
and dehumanization. 

Authorizations are the official sanctions that encourage participants 
to feel that their moral principles do not apply. Authority may explicitly 
order, implicitly encourage, tacitly approve, or merely permit the inhu- 
manity, but by doing so, it ostensibly assumes the responsibility. 

Bolstering enables one to cope with any moral or ethical dissonance 
through group support. The conformity of the group reinforces cer- 
tainty in the rightness of the choice. Bolstering can be enhanced by an 
“elite” organization, or by any group that is central to one’s identity, 
and may be in proportion to the sacrifices one has made to belong. 

While bolstering helps smother moral dissonance, and repeated au- 
thorization eases coping, routinization obscures any moral crisis. Highly 
routine processes greatly reduce the likelihood that one must confront 
one’s scruples, if the routine reduces the need to make decisions and 
allows one to focus on the job rather than on larger consequences. Re- 
sponsible neither for starting nor for finishing the process, each individ- 
ual finds comfort in the knowledge that if he does not do his job, some- 
one else will. The more automatic a process, the fewer the decisions one 
must make, and these are generally restricted to decisions about how to 
proceed, rather than whether to proceed. 

Routinization works best when one has distance, as at a bureau- 
crat’s desk. When one has direct contact with the victims, the key pro- 
cess involves dehumanization. Abstraction, dehumanization, and brutal- 
ization taken together best describe what happens.” This process is a 
double-edged sword: in denying the humanity of the victim and, there- 
fore, his right to moral consideration, the victimizer brutalizes himself 
as well, weakening his moral restraints. In war we abstract and dehu- 
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manize our enemy, projecting on him our fears, for he represents a real 
threat.° Participants become brutalized to the point that they commit 
atrocities. The same forces work in severe domestic, political, social, 
and economic conflict—for instance, in a crusade against Communism, 
especially if the public media are controlled or cooperative. 

Defining “appropriate” action against “the enemy” involves a ten- 
sion between traditional moral restraints and authorization. The extent 
to which the victimizers will refrain from violence against helpless vic- 
tims ceases to be a function of whether the victim poses an objective 
threat and revolves instead around the extent to which the victim has 
become an object and the victimizer has undergone brutalization. The 
fully abstracted enemy collectively poses all the threats of a monster, 
while individually, at the mercy of the victimizer, he has the status of 
vermin. His totally degraded position proves his subhumanity. The cate- 
gorization of enemies prescribed by Nazi ideology and sanctioned 
through fully controlled media created the psychological environment 
to generate such processes. As we shall see, both police and SD created 
their own evidence and convinced themselves that the NS-designated 
enemies were indeed threats to society. 

The following social history of the Sipo detectives shows how au- 
thorization, bolstering, routinization, and dehumanization contributed 
to their evolution. Throughout the process, professional detectives and 
civil servants experienced an uneven, sometimes jarring, sometimes 
gradual transformation from apolitical professionals to “Gestapo men.” 


The Political Police of Prussia: 
Early Transformations 


Nowhere has this transformation been better documented than for 
the Prussian Gestapo.’ Even so, we have uneven knowledge of its early 
organization, character, and activities. Göring ordered the creation of 
the Gestapo office (Geheime Staatspolizeiamt, or Gestapa) in Berlin in 
spring 1933 under Rudolf Diels, a political detective who had estab- 
lished ties with Göring before the Nazis came to power. By no means 
an NS stronghold, the Gestapo office had proper civil service, police, 
and administrative personnel. Long careers in the future Sipo and SD 
lay ahead for many, while others were merely passing through. All were 
bureaucrats and policemen whom Diels thought suitable. Few pro- 
republicans or anti-Nazis were left after the Papen coup; most were 
conservative nationalists, and many had become outwardly pro-NS, but 
only two were already NS members. 

Aside from purely administrative sections, the office consisted of 
nine “desks” (Dezernat) dealing with subjects under political police 
scrutiny. All organizations on the left dominated Gestapo attention. In 
addition, the parties of the center and allies on the right became proper 
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subjects for suspicion, before they became illegal. Beyond the political 
movements, the Gestapo viewed emigrants, Jews, and Freemasons as 
potential criminals in accordance with the Nazi world view. Not yet 
major targets, they had low priority compared with political organiza- 
tions. For instance, as late as October, although Diels had stressed the 
importance of building files on Jewish and emigré circles, little had been 
done at the field level because of inadequate staffing.® 

Although the organization of the new office resembled outwardly 
that of its predecessor, Department IA of the Berlin Police Presidium, it 
revealed significant differences.” The shift of focus from the NSDAP to 
the SPD as a threat to the state had been a product of the Papen coup 
and was an easy transition for conservative and nationalist detectives. 
Monitoring the Nationalist and Center parties as threats, abolishing the 
right of free speech, and freely using protective custody to deal with all 
such threats were major transformations that must have produced 
mixed reactions among the detectives. The new focus on Jews and Free- 
masons must have seemed ridiculous to some, even if it was an exten- 
sion of popular prejudices. 

A strange mix of jurisdictions assigned to the desks gives the im- 
pression of ad hoc organization. Over the next year, Diels tightened 
the structure and built an ever larger and more far-reaching Gestapo 
office (see Appendix B.1). By late summer, it had expanded to five 
departments and undergone further transformations toward service 
to the Nazi regime. Formal links with those agencies of the Move- 
ment that supported the Gestapo had emerged: the Intelligence Service 
(Nachrichtendienst, ND) of the Party, the SA, and the SS—most nota- 
bly, the SS-Commando at Columbia Haus, the SS-run detention facility. 
The military’s increased concern over adequate police support for coun- 
terespionage (Abwehr) had brought the Abwehr-police (Department IV) 
into their own, and both there and in Department II the Gestapo was 
nosing increasingly into foreign countries. By the end of the year, fur- 
ther transformations reflecting Nazi preoccupations added religious or- 
ganizations as objects of scrutiny.'° 

As for size, accurate figures for 1933 are problematic, because offi- 
cial budgets and allotments were frequently circumvented. According to 
Diels, he began the Gestapo office in April by enlarging Department IA 
to about 250 detectives and detective employees. In addition, there 
would have been administrative civil servants (41 by June) and office 
employees, plus numerous SA and SS auxiliaries. By the beginning of 
1934, the Gestapo office had grown to 645 personnel total: 88 adminis- 
trative civil servants, 94 office employees, 179 detectives, and 284 detec- 
tive employees (Kriminalangestellten, i.e., below civil service status), 
most of whom were former auxiliaries. Despite the dissolution of the 
auxiliary police, the SS-Commando Gestapa still supplemented these 
numbers with 60-70 SS guards. By this time, the fully formed Gestapo 
included 34 regional posts with 1,025 personnel, of whom 793 were 
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detectives and 73 detective employees. This gave the Gestapo a total of 
1,329 executive personnel: 972 detectives and 357 helpers. By the end 
of Diels’s reign in April, he reported the Gestapo office at a peak of 
680 personnel.'! Although Diels had doubled the size of the central 
headquarters, he may not have changed the number of political detec- 
tives. However, most had been separated from other police agencies and 
were available full time for Gestapo work. 

One can make only a few safe generalizations about the regional 
Gestapo posts. Despite Nazi bombast about a Marxist-dominated polit- 
ical police, district governors did not need to purge except minimally, 
and they created regional offices staffed mostly by professionals.'* 
Many of them took NS affiliations now that it was safe or expedient; 
less-qualified Nazis only gradually joined, usually as employees. The 
head of a Gestapo post was usually an appointee of the governor, which 
often interfered with control by the Gestapo office until after the Röhm 
purge. Support from uncontrolled SA and SS auxiliary police also added 
to confusion throughout much of 1933. 

The Gestapo post at Dortmund for the department of Arnsberg in 
the province of Westphalia is a good case study, for it was a middle- 
sized office. Like all regional posts, it came into being in April 1933, 
formed from the political departments of the local police presidium and 
the state detective posts (Landeskriminalpolizeistellen) at Dortmund and 
Bochum. It had a staff of 4 administrative police and 33 detectives, 
supplemented by 69 employees, mostly SA auxiliaries. '3 

It was not until fall, however, that such Gestapo posts could be 
fully shaped. The problem was compounded by overlapping jurisdic- 
tions and a rapidly expanding mission. The post commander estimated 
that three-tenths of their time was devoted to “local work,” which 
seems to have referred to political police actions ordered by local offi- 
cials. He needed a larger administrative staff to handle the greatly ex- 
panded paperwork, especially the new card files to be created for Jews, 
Freemasons, and SPD members, and the registry of all political 
leaflets. '4 

During this transition, the main problems for Gestapo workers in 
the field were a combination of (1) confusion over distinguishing be- 
tween state (Gestapo) work and purely local interests; (2) closely related 
bureaucratic competition at the local level; and (3) the intrusion of Nazi 
Party, SA, and SS. Originally created as field offices under the local 
governments, the Gestapo posts were entangled in local politics. Al- 
though this might have provided more uniform coordination of state 
and local investigation, in fact local police rivalries impeded the coordi- 
nation on which the Gestapo depended for political work in the rural 
areas. Local officials also failed to coordinate with the intelligence agen- 
cies of the Party (ND), SA (Ic), and SS (SD), and had to be ordered to 
maintain liaison. Finally, the independent actions of SA and SS resulted 
in a loss of evidence. The relatively better-controlled SA auxiliaries of 
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the Gestapo posts caused fewer problems. In Dortmund, 32 SA men 
worked under the supervision of 8 uniformed policemen; in the outpost 
at Bochum, 19 SA men worked under 7 detectives. All this competition 
undermined the collective effort in which each could have benefited 
from the knowledge of the other.’ 

Between fall 1933 and spring 1934, the struggle over the Gestapo 
had temporarily resolved itself, with the posts placed directly under Ge- 
stapo office control and merely coordinated with and nominally subor- 
dinate to the governors. As a result, the Gestapo posts assumed full 
responsibility for all political work including that of purely local inter- 
est. This allegedly gave them improved authority over local police as 
support for the Gestapo. Although Gestapo posts usually remained in 
regular police office buildings, their equipment and facilities became 
separately managed. Nevertheless, they continued to draw on regular 
police and detective offices for material support. Goring and Diels had 
interfered increasingly in the assignment of post leaders, previously the 
creatures of local governors and Party, SA, or SS chiefs. Finally, the 
independent actions of both SA and SS were terminated by Himmler’s 
appointment as head of Gestapo and by the Röhm purge. Thus, Himm- 
ler inherited a fully formed Gestapo that needed only fine tuning and 
some reappointments to make Gestapo post leaders his own men. His 
Gestapo would command 34 posts with 56 outposts under them, and 
border police outposts in those provinces that adjoined foreign coun- 
tries. 16 

Once again, using Dortmund as a case study, one can measure 
growth and activity at the working level. There a government counselor 
now had a staff of 15 police administrators and 12 office employees, 
while 5 detective officers supervised 36 sergeants and 7 employees in 
field work. Under this Gestapo post were four outposts: the main one 
at Bochum, with ı detective officer, 12 sergeants, and 2 employees; and 
three smaller ones at Hagen, Hamm, and Siegen with 2-3 detective 
sergeants each. In March 1934, the post reported that 40 detective ser- 
geants were handling 980 criminal cases per month (500 in Dortmund, 
360 in Bochum, and 60 each in Hagen and Hamm), an average of 25 
each. In addition, his staff processed 1,300 to 1,525 requests for reports 
from the Gestapo office and other agencies and 410 character reports 
per month. Finally, surveillance for counterespionage had increased so 
much that all other surveillance was in arrears.!? 

To facilitate this work, they established a fourth outpost at Siegen. 
Unlike the middle cities of Bochum, Hagen, and Hamm, clustered 
around Dortmund in the north-west corner of the department, Siegen 
was a small city at the southernmost tip, 125 km from Dortmund. It 
possessed the best transportation connections with the rest of its district 
(Landkreis), the rural hinterland of the department. Bochum was the 
most important of the outposts because it and adjacent industrial com- 
munities were the heart of the Polish Movement in the Rhineland and 


38 Inside the Gestapo 


Westphalia. Hagen and Hamm also centered on troublesome industrial 
districts with local KPD headquarters. '8 

To cover such a diverse department, the detectives found their tra- 
ditional means of travel, the railroads, inadequate. Yet they had the use 
of only two small, four-passenger cars. Even after they became indepen- 
dently budgeted in 1934, they acquired replacements only for the two 
cars plus a third six-passenger vehicle (“for larger actions”) and four 
motorcycles, confiscated property of “enemies of the state.” 1? Working- 
level detectives were clearly overextended and minimally supported for 
the ambitious mission of the Gestapo. 

Equally “typical” in their own way were the tiny Gestapo posts 
that covered the backwaters. The post for the department of Aurich in 
the province of Hannover was set up in the only politically significant 
location, the small port city of Wilhelmshaven (actually inside the adja- 
cent state of Oldenburg). The department itself is a quiet rural area, 
known mostly for its fishing ports and North Sea resort communities. 
Previously, the area had no political state detective post. One detective 
officer and 2 sergeants had done double duty as regular detectives and 
political officers under the police chief in Wilhelmshaven. They became 
the Gestapo post in April 1933, while continuing to do double duty. 
When the separate organization was established for 1934, although the 
commander had called for a fivefold expansion, all he got was adminis- 
trative help, 2 additional detectives, and 3 employees. The sole detective 
officer continued to command both the Gestapo post and the local 
Kripo staff.?° 

There is little reliable evidence for describing the actual behavior of 
early Gestapo men aside from the obvious—collecting information 
(from informants and from material they seized on raids), assembling it 
into dossiers on enemies and enemy organizations, arresting or ordering 
the arrest of suspects, and interrogating them. The terrorist brutality we 
associate with the Gestapo may have been more excessive and random 
before Himmler gained full control, and one cannot determine how 
much of it originated with the professional detectives. Considering the 
constant admonition to get tough with antisocial elements, all police- 
men probably resorted more freely to third degree interrogations, and 
incidents of “shot or injured while resisting arrest” greatly increased, 
but professional restraints survived. 

Over an especially violent two-day period in August 1933, eight 
cases of police shooting suspects or arrestees involved mostly SA and SS 
auxiliaries: four prisoners trying to escape from internment; one trying 
to flee arrest by an SA man; two bold Communists who had forced 
armed SS men to defend themselves; and one automobile driver shot by 
uniformed police when he failed to heed a command to stop. On the 
same days, there had been two drive-by shootings at the SA; an SS man 
had wounded two gendarmerie; and a shoot-out had occurred between 
uniformed police and SA men, in which they wounded a bystander. In 
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contrast, other surviving Gestapo reports from that month were 
incident-free.”! 

In the same period, arrests for “political offenses” in Prussia ranged 
from 50 to 80 per day, of which only about 15 were ordered by the 
Gestapo. Ten to 20 of the others were for besmirching the government 
or Nazis.?? SA and SS auxiliaries clearly reigned with a free hand. 

In May 1933, Göring’s ministry had chided the detectives for not 
being as successful as the SA and SS at interrogating political suspects. It 
was noted that they should therefore have no reservations about turning 
suspects over temporarily for interrogation.” Such a procedure repre- 
sented for the professionals a loss of control over their work that paral- 
leled other intrusions by Nazi auxiliaries, but at the same time it prom- 
ised a freer reign to accomplish their mission. Furthermore it authorized 
that freer reign in a way that left their hands clean. 

Victims and witnesses usually could not distinguish among the SA, 
the SS, the auxiliary police, the regular police, and the Gestapo, much 
less tell the difference between Gestapo-ordered action and that ordered 
by a local Nazi official. Their accounts of atrocities by “uniformed” 
Gestapo men must have referred to SA or SS employees. Most murders 
and fatal beatings were the acts of SA and SS men, though their victims 
may have been arrested on Gestapo orders. A few victims do speak of 
being hit by plainclothes Gestapo detectives. Apparently the common 
pattern was for a detective to conduct an interrogation using standard 
psychological techniques until a suspect failed to provide important in- 
formation they believed he had. Then a team of SA or SS employees 
would work him over until the detective decided he had gotten all the 
information he would get. Further abuses occurred in SA or SS holding 
facilities such as the Columbia Haus in Berlin, even to victims whom 
the detectives had not singled out for such attention. Here the SA Ic 
and the SD pursued their own ends, or the guards simply vented their 
spleens without the victim knowing the difference.”4 

Inside sources of information contradict hopelessly. Diels’s memoirs 
contrast with those of Hans B. Gisevius, who began work in the Ge- 
stapo in August. Reality probably lies somewhere between their ex- 
tremes. On the one hand, Diels claimed he cared only about prosecuting 
Marxist enemies and spent most of his time guarding both guilty and 
innocent from the excesses of the SA and SS. He attributed all Gestapo 
excesses to Arthur Nebe, head of the “executive” section, whose SS 
auxiliaries Diels could disassociate from “members of the Gestapo.” In 
contrast, Gisevius tells us that Diels and his ilk already took victims 
“for a ride Chicago-style,” and joked crudely about it. He could hear 
screams of agony within the halls of the Gestapo office.2> Gisevius 
freely painted SA, SS, and Diels’s people with the same brush, and exon- 
erated Nebe. Both Diels and Gisevius agreed, however, that the Gestapo 
office became a rat’s nest of intrigue as various elements aligned with 
competing forces among the Nazis. 
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At this early stage, the detectives undoubtedly responded more as 
individuals than as an organization about which one can make safe 
generalizations. Some victims felt that the Gestapo professionals they 
encountered disapproved of the brutality. Frequent and extensive trans- 
fers of personnel, complete reorganizations, complete shifts in officially 
and publicly expressed demands on the police, the elimination of many 
external restraints, and the general insecurity of career policemen in 
the face of revolution made chaos of the professional’s orderly world. 
Although the professional value system apparently survived, authoriza- 
tion, bolstering, and dehumanization were at work. Each individual 
probably responded erratically, depending on his experiences. 

For every breakdown of integrity that the professional encountered, 
a force for stability and order countered it. Despite their radical rheto- 
ric, chiefs like Göring, Diels, and Nebe tried to keep a lid on things and 
saw a continuation of police professionalism as the only viable route. 
Diels and Nebe represent the range of transition through which the 
Prussian political detective went, seeing the Nazis as Germany’s last 
hope and expecting them to become normalized. Nebe was one of the 
relatively few who made the transition to full NS membership before 
1933, embracing the Movement and its ideology insofar as they did not 
impinge on his professional autonomy. 

One can understand Diels’ behavior only as the mixed responses of 
a professional policeman, an empire-building bureaucrat, and a cold- 
blooded realist limited by some convictions. He tried sincerely to pro- 
tect society from what he saw as the Communist threat on one side and 
radical-Nazi extremism on the other. As a professional policeman, he 
worked for freedom for his men to perform their mission unhampered, 
yet there were limits to how far he would go. Although these limits did 
not prohibit getting rough with those who presented obvious threats to 
national security, he worried over “unjustifiable” excesses. He helped 
cover up some Nazi murders, but wanted to prosecute others.” He and 
his kind would gladly take the first steps toward a police state and 
obediently legitimize Nazi illegalities. Nevertheless, they would also im- 
pede the next stages of development that Himmler and Heydrich ulti- 
mately brought. Meanwhile in Bavaria, those two supervised the induc- 
tion of the political detectives into the new order. 


Himmier and the Other Lander 


As Himmler acquired his offices, Heydrich finally became Director 
of the Bavarian Political Police (BPP). Heydrich knew that, compared 
with the police professionals, he and his SD were amateurs, dependent 
totally on the professionals for effective political police work. Conse- 
quently, the BPP remained no less professional a force than the Gestapo. 
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Before March 1933, the political police in Bavaria had shared the 
professional’s general disdain for Nazi riffraff. Although penetrated by 
Nazis, they may not have been as extensively in liaison with the Move- 
ment as political police in other states. Although the conservative Bavar- 
ian government doubted their support, the political police continued 
surveillance of the Nazi threat until March 1933. Allegedly, men like 
Heinrich Müller, Franz Huber, and their associates spoke openly of de- 
fending police offices against any Brown coup.”” 

When Heydrich took over the Munich Political Section, he began a 
screening process. Much to the surprise of that group, nothing like a 
thorough purge resulted. Instead, Heydrich kept men like Huber, who 
had worked against right-wing movements, including the Nazis. Huber 
had great value against enemies on the right like Strasser and Stennes, 
but also against “unreliable” elements still within the Movement.?® 
Most significantly, however, he was an experienced political detective 
and an established member of a tightly knit team. Less disrupted than 
the Gestapo office, this team became the core of the BPP, beholden to 
Heydrich for their survival. They served loyally in the SS, which had 
recognized their value, seemingly preserved their professional integrity, 
and maintained their continued service. 

Among these men, the most important was to be Heinrich Miiller, 
the final head of the Gestapo. This thirty-three-year-old police detective 
began his career in 1919 following distinguished military service. The 
records of his life belie many of the derogatory descriptions so common 
in histories of the Gestapo. Although he worked mostly from behind a 
desk, he was no “cowardly bully.” As an aviator he had earned the Iron 
Cross First Class, among other decorations, for such daring exploits as 
a solo raid on Paris. Later he and Huber found relaxation in the less- 
than-safe sport of mountain climbing. Although his thick build and Ba- 
varian accent may have given some the impression of dull coarseness, 
he had enough intelligence to receive highest honors on exams for 
middle-grade detective. He was an intelligent and especially diligent 
professional detective with a reputation as a compulsive worker. For 
this cool, withdrawn man with few intimate relations, even among his 
circle of friends, his work was his life.2? 

All sources agree that even Müller’s membership in the SS and Party 
grew not from ideological conviction, but rather from common interest. 
He never had a party allegiance until he belatedly joined the NSDAP. 
As an ardent nationalist, he saw the left, especially Communism, as an 
extreme evil to be combated by every means. When Heydrich took over, 
he turned almost instantly to Müller as an expert on the Communist 
movement, and the two developed a close working relationship. In Ba- 
varia, Miiller served as a less independent, more cooperative counter- 


part of Diels. Expertise and his ardent hate for Communism guaranteed 
his future. 


42 Inside the Gestapo 


Even during the Weimar period, Müller had a reputation for ex- 
ceeding legal norms in work against leftist movements.?° Never adverse 
to strong-arm tactics when “necessary,” he soon emerged as an open, if 
laconic, advocate of whatever means were necessary to get police work 
done. From such beginnings, he went on to become a chief executive of 
genocide and every extreme of inhumanity, without displaying any plea- 
sure or lust for blood.?! 

Victims of Nazi terror who confronted him personally often contra- 
dict popular images without reducing his terrible significance. When 
Helmuth von Molke was arrested in 1944 as a leader of the Kreisau 
resistance circle, his wife sought in vain for Miiller’s intervention on her 
husband’s behalf. Nevertheless, in their interview she found him courte- 
ous and sympathetic, even persistently offering to help the future widow 
and her children. Despite her vulnerability, he used no intimidations to 
get further information, only the psychological ploys of the “good cop” 
to win her trust. Finally, he explained why there could be no reprieve 
for her husband. “After the first world war all our enemies had survived 
and came out to take over. We shall see to it that this will not happen 
this time.” 32 In Müller’s mind, von Molke had to die. Even in the face 
of ultimate defeat, it was the policeman’s job to ferret out and eliminate 
the sources of all “threats to society,” no matter how otherwise re- 
spected or ineffective they might be. 

As the son of a police family, he must have been tightly enmeshed 
in his police subculture, which clearly could allow illegal violence for 
“righteous action.” One should not, however, describe Miiller and 
other Gestapo types with police origins as typical products of a police 
subculture. They represented an extreme type that might be labeled 
“radical enforcers.” Such policemen and their “civilian” counterparts 
want an absolutely free hand to strike at the root of crime by eliminat- 
ing all antisocial elements, usually defined abstractly. They argue that 
such “enemies” should have no rights and deserve no consideration, 
and they always slough off problems of distinguishing enemies from 
good citizens. They willingly assume the duties of judge, jury, prosecu- 
tor, and even executioner. Under Himmler and Heydrich, radical en- 
forcers found encouragement and reward, but they still had to function 
as disciplined “political soldiers” rather than spontaneous killers. 

To build their new central office for the BPP, Himmler and Hey- 
drich drafted trained personnel. The bulk of the original force, fifty-two 
officials, eighty-one detectives and uniformed policemen, and nineteen 
temporary employees (152 total), came directly from the Munich Met- 
ropolitan Police. To these they added civil servants from other sources 
and an undetermined number of SS men placed in official police service, 
giving an carly total of 181 officials and 14 temporary employees. Of 
course, SS auxiliaries augmented this force, while political police 
attached to regional and local offices as well as regular policemen pro- 
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vided field support.” In composition, the BPP and its central office re- 
sembled the Prussian Gestapo and its Gestapo office. 

The BPP also performed typical political work: surveillance of indi- 
viduals and organizations, control of the news media, collection of intel- 
ligence for police files, and ordering or execution of arrests. Massive 
arrests of Communists began March 9, even before the embryonic BPP 
could start to work. Then came the center and right parties and the 
non-Nazi trade unions and workers’ organizations, whom the BPP often 
harassed, making raids and arrests well before these organizations be- 
came illegal. The Nazi leaders hardly hesitated to employ the BPP and 
their SS-run concentration camp at Dachau as tools of persuasion to 
accomplish any end they considered political, even the control of price 
gougers.°* Here, Himmler used his legal powers extralegally in contrast 
to the more spontaneous excesses of the SA revolution. 

Under Himmler’s personal command, the BPP quickly carried its 
concept of political suspects well beyond norms. Freemasons and Jeho- 
vah’s Witnesses, suspect by Nazi definition, were joined quietly by ho- 
mosexuals, a special concern of both Himmler and Heydrich. Of special 
significance in Catholic Bavaria was the attention paid to priests. Since 
the regime officially tolerated the Church, it could not define priests as 
suspect, unless their political activities made them so. Then, of course, 
there were the Jews. At this stage only certain Jewish organizations and 
otherwise suspect individuals suffered official harassment and arrests.’ 

Such early expansions beyond the purely political realm did not 
necessarily represent a radical transition for the men of the BPP. One 
of the major problems in controlling any police force is that police sub- 
cultures reflect native prejudices and attitudes. Minority groups, organi- 
zations associated with the forces of change, and groups with noncon- 
formist attitudes and values are easily confused with “antisocial 
elements” as causes of trouble and, therefore, challenges to authority. 
As such, they can become targets of suspicion and hostility within police 
ranks. It is harder to keep the police from being suspicious of such 
groups than it is to encourage them to be so. Radical enforcers like 
Miller actually led the way in prosecuting people for their relationships 
rather than their acts. 

Even among devout Catholics, priests can become targets of suspi- 
cion and hostility, especially the priest who is too outspoken about so- 
cially sensitive issues, who “meddles in politics” or other matters 
“which don’t concern him.” Thus, Catholic policemen would often 
work well against the incautious priest. Even if devout Catholics among 
the police became stumbling blocks in the SS campaign against the 
Church, they might be more severe on the priest who made the Church 
vulnerable to attack. Such harassment made the issue of the Church 
so touchy that Himmler had to restrain SS and police hostility toward 
individual priests lest they create crises that would disrupt his anti- 
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Church program. So, in early July, he limited grounds for action and 
required his personal approval for the arrest of priests.°° 

Delving into the actual behavior of the BPP, one confronts the same 
problems as with the Gestapo. Clearly, however, there was an increase 
in police excesses.”” Himmler’s joint command over both the BPP and 
Bavaria’s concentration camp escalated the detectives’ involvement in 
sanctioned violence. 

In Dachau, a small branch of the BPP, the Political Department, 
provided the sole official link to the SS-run camp. The excesses there 
were not performed by men of the BPP. This convenient separation al- 
ways allowed the professional policemen the excuse that they and their 
organization had no part in SS crimes. As transparent as it may seem, 
such an excuse grows so naturally from authorization and routinization 
that it allows the individual “to do his job” and escape concern for 
what happens thereafter, leaving that to the responsibility of supe- 
riors.38 

Those superiors were SS commanders, but inclusion under SS com- 
mand marked merely a second step for Bavarian detectives in a process 
Aronson has aptly labeled a “transvaluation of values.” From a police 
subculture with its own value system balanced against the demands of 
society, they entered the more-extreme SS subculture. Here, the radical 
enforcers blossomed, and the more-conventional detectives felt pres- 
sures contrary to the restraints of former years.” Well before that, how- 
ever, during the crisis years of 1919-1921, the political detectives under 
Ernst Pöhner had introduced brutal interrogations, “preventive” murder 
and political terrorism, and even prototype concentration camps.*° In 
Bavaria, the transvaluation for political policemen began with the Re- 
public that never escaped its birth pains. 

With the advantage of well-prepared ground in Bavaria, Himmler 
created a radical departure from normal law enforcement with his syn- 
thesis of political police, SS, and concentration camp. By the time he 
arrived in Prussia, the groundwork already existed there as well, and 
the Bavarian professionals he and Heydrich brought with them spread 
the infection within the police subculture to facilitate further transvalu- 
ation. 

Not all professionals, even those drawn early into SS and SD, suc- 
cumbed readily to the transvaluation. Dr. Karl Schafer of the Frankfurt 
am Main political police attempted in his memoirs to show how, 
through it all, he retained his professional and ethical standards.*' Al- 
though one might doubt the depth of his self-criticism, he was con- 
vinced in his own mind of his relative success. He claimed that under 
the Republic he had served to maintain order with equal vigilance 
against left and right (NS included). Under the Nazis, specialization in 
training and counterespionage made it easier to keep his hands clean. 

In spring 1934, as the official responsible for training SS detective 
employees, he was offered SS-SD membership. He accepted as part of 
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the new rules of the game. He claimed he indoctrinated SS recruits in 
proper police procedure, to which they responded well, heading off ex- 
cesses.*? 

The maintenance of such professional integrity in no way under- 
mined Himmler’s progress. On the contrary, as long as professionals 
like Schafer did their jobs, they would serve well until Himmler could 
replace them with a new generation of SS policemen. They not only 
provided the image of legitimately maintained law and order, but their 
very professionalism ensured control of the police during the transition 
period. 

In the smaller states, especially where Himmler was only nominal 
commander of political police until 1936, professional policemen expe- 
rienced radically different transitions.4* On the one extreme, they lost 
almost completely their professional autonomy to wild Nazi actions, 
without any restoration of apparent normality. In other states, the tran- 
sition was gradual, and early Nazi excesses were seemingly replaced by 
a restoration of professional norms that lasted several years. 

In Braunschweig, the system became so dominated by Nazi radicals 
that the political detectives were almost completely displaced. Prime 
Minister Dietrich Klagges had unleashed the SS auxiliaries, and their 
brutal regime had been so successful that he apparently felt no need to 
reorganize the small political police under SS-General Herbert Jeckln as 
head of the state police. Such excesses led to friction with Himmler 
who, with Reichsleitung intervention, got himself appointed titular 
commander in Braunschweig. Thereafter, a Braunschweig Political Po- 
lice under Jeckeln’s command was created to normalize political police 
action.** 

Unlike most political police chiefs, Jeckeln did not build his force 
from professionals. The few political detectives available were so thor- 
oughly outnumbered by SS coworkers that no sense of restored profes- 
sionalism could have ensued. In the central office, with an initial staff 
of 14, only Jeckeln’s deputy (an administrative civil servant soon re- 
placed by a qualified SS man) and 3 detective sergeants were qualified. 
Seven other detective positions were filled extralegally with SS men. 
They and subsequent additions were later legitimized through tests that 
were watered down so they could pass. The eight outposts were also 
staffed by SS men regardless of qualifications.* 

By the time the Braunschweig Political Police were absorbed into 
the Reich Gestapo at the end of 1936, 77 percent of the detectives and 
administrative staff were SS men, and all but one were Party mem- 
bers.*° The Braunschweig Political Police were clearly an NS-SS police 
first and a paraprofessional force second. 

Elsewhere, the ostensible preservation of professional autonomy en- 
abled some policemen to defer transvaluation. In Bremen, a Gestapo 
was created in June 1933 from the P-Post (former Nachrichtenstelle) of 
the Bremen police chief.*” Only two detectives were Nazis at the time, 
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but five more joined the Party in May 1933. SS penetration was slow: 
the captain joined SS-SD in 1935, as did two other detectives in 1936; 
other SS members mostly rose from the auxiliaries through the ranks. 
By the end of 1936, as the men of Gestapo Bremen were screened for 
transfer into the Reich Gestapo, the force had grown to 81. Of these, 
only 31 were Party members, 4 of whom were office personnel. Of the 
13 SS members (16 percent of the total staff), 3 were still only candi- 
date members.** 

Police Lieutenant Erwin Schulz had aided NS penetration, cooperat- 
ing clandestinely since 1931 as a confidential agent of the local SS and 
the Party district leader. In 1932, he more openly joined the NS Civil 
Servants, then joined the Party in May 1933, along with several of his 
detectives. By then he was the captain commanding the Bremen Ge- 
stapo. His ties were to local Nazis who trusted him, and he was not 
drawn into the SS-SD until 1935, when Himmler began to tighten his 
hold.* 

Numerous colleagues testified that Schulz kept his NS ties so sepa- 
rate from his professional role that they were unaware of his NS con- 
nections. He never pressed his men into NS affıliations or church with- 
drawal. He regularized and humanized protective custody affairs and 
prosecuted excesses by SS and police. As late as November 1938, he 
spoke strongly against anti-Semitic excesses and prosecuted NS men and 
police for illegal persecutions and plundering.” Although such a righ- 
teous image is hard to swallow whole, he was better positioned for an 
alliance with Nazis against the “enemies of German society” that al- 
lowed him to retain professional autonomy and postpone transvalua- 
tion. Indeed, the Nazi Police Senator for Bremen issued a shooting order 
like Göring’s, but that hardly undermined the authority of police offi- 
cials. Furthermore, the senator strongly admonished Nazis in police ser- 
vice to submit themselves to the discipline of their officers.”! For Schulz 
the transvaluation could be postponed. 

Even though he served in the proto-Einsatzgruppen establishing Ge- 
stapo posts in Austria, the Sudetenland and the Protectorate, Schulz 
maintained a sense of moral limits. For instance, in 1941, he was head 
of the Sipo officers’ school in Berlin when its candidates were suddenly 
detailed to Einsatzgruppen staffs in Russia. After a few months, they 
returned to the school. According to one student, Schulz objected to the 
shooting of Jews and threatened that if they had been involved, he 
would have them expelled for unsuitable character. Although he knew 
this was done on orders, he considered it an abominable act. If this 
story is true, he apparently did not yet understand the extent of the 
authorization. Unfortunately, he left no insight into his own transvalua- 
tion, which must have occurred fairly rapidly, for shortly thereafter he 
personally led an Einsatzkommando in Russia. He must have suc- 
cumbed to authorization in order to maintain that transcendent mission 
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of professional police service with which he had deluded himself for 
so long. 

One should not condemn too easily those detectives who continued 
their careers into the Nazi era. They continued to serve the legitimate 
government, which struck at its enemies with police force that remained 
within the law. Extralegal excesses came from “uncontrolled” elements 
which the regime gradually brought into line and which could be justi- 
fied during the emergency period of alleged Communist threats to the 
state. Erosions of their professionalism and integrity seemed realistic 
necessities and, one could hope, were temporary. Amid the depression, 
few could give up secure careers and subject their families to uncertainty 
and hardship. Most professionals rightly felt that it would be irresponsi- 
ble to relinquish control of police work totally to the uncontrolled NS 
rabble. To stay on the job was to serve one’s society and country; to 
leave was to desert it. Such were the lures that drew the professional 
detectives into the continued authorization, routinization, and brutaliza- 
tion that would blind them to the reality of their moral dilemma after 
the true nature of their role should have become clear. There is, there- 
fore, some point after which one can judge moral failure, but it must 
have varied greatly among individual experiences. 

The relationship of such policemen to the Nazis never became one 
of complete support. The partnership into which the police were drawn 
between 1933 and 1937 was not with the practitioners of unlimited 
imperialism and genocide, but with a right-radical party that many con- 
servatives expected to be moderated by the responsibilities of office— 
the party of “legal political power.” Although they bear full responsibil- 
ity for the role they played, one must remember how they were drawn 
by stages into a system whose ultimate conclusion was not visible. 

As with the military, the industrialists, and many other professional 
groups, the police remained uneasy in their partnership with the Nazis. 
Yet to a greater degree than the others, the police more directly devel- 
oped the worst aspects of the Third Reich. Many policemen who joined 
SS and SD men in the SS-police directly earned their brutal reputations. 
They were not only escalated into what they did, they also contributed 
to the escalation. 


Further Transformations under Himmlier 


Like Göring, Himmler promised to advance careers, increase re- 
wards, and free police from confusing liberal constitutional limitations. 
Furthermore, after the summer of 1934, Himmler’s command ended 
more than a year of instability and disorder in Prussia. 

Within a month of taking over the Prussian Gestapo, Heydrich had 
reorganized its Berlin office.” A careful study of personnel changes 
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shows that he inflated neither numbers nor ranks. The growth of the 
staff merely matched that of the entire organization and the increased 
responsibilities of the office, which now served as a coordinating center 
for the political police of all states. A sizable number of the new men 
had already come in under Diels between January and April, and Hey- 
drich’s additions after April merely conformed to the accelerating 
growth of the previous months. He even reduced that growth rate.’ 
Considering the comprehensiveness of its mission, the Gestapo did not 
have an overblown bureaucracy, and Diels and Heydrich claimed with 
justice that their people were overworked. 

Despite increased size, the new organizational structure had a sim- 
pler, more consistent distribution of responsibilities. Three major de- 
partments (Hauptabteilungen) with more-uniform responsibilities re- 
placed Diels’s five departments (Abteilungen). For instance, the old 
Department II had mixed desks for legal affairs with those responsible 
for handling enemies. Under the new organization, Major Department 
I handled most legal and administrative matters, Department II dealt 
with enemies, suspects, and the press, and Department III, the Abwehr- 
police, combated high treason, espionage, and sabotage. 

The new organization also reveals the work of the Gestapo and 
changes resulting from Himmlerian ideology. The objects of Gestapo 
concern remained a list of NS enemies: Marxists, reactionaries, foreign- 
ers, Jews, and a wide variety of societies and orders. The number of 
desks devoted to Marxist, specifically Communist, activities shows that 
the Gestapo’s major concerns remained the same. Those also “sus- 
pected” still included reactionary nationalists, monarchists, and former 
members of all outlawed organizations (including former allies, free 
corps, and veterans’ groups), and, of course, all foreigners. From their 
previous place on the suspect list, however, the religious organizations 
had joined the distinct enemy category of Jews, Freemasons, and Emi- 
grants. Of course, the NS Movement and its organizations did not es- 
cape surveillance. The press police still monitored both domestic and 
foreign publications, suppressing the undesirable. Finally, the Abwehr- 
police still concerned themselves with attacks on the nation’s defenses 
and armament. 

The new organization also reflected SS militarization. SS General 
Heydrich replaced Ministerial Counselor Diels, and the more traditional 
Prussian bureaucratic superstructure gave way to a “staff” organization 
for managing support functions under an “adjutant,” who replaced a 
civil servant. 

Despite this militarization, the new organization also gave the im- 
pression of a return to preemergency status, for what it was worth. The 
SS-Commando disappeared into the concentration camp system, and 
liaison with Party paramilitary organizations to support police actions 
was no longer needed. The SS had taken over the police, but, more 
important, it had taken command “only,” and all NS formations termi- 
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nated their direct, uncontrolled participation in police actions. The 
“regular” police would do their jobs while things got back to normal. 
Although this image of propriety was conjured to please Nazi moder- 
ates, the conservative allies, and perhaps large segments of the public, 
it had to be balanced carefully with an image of a properly Nazified 
police, to mollify more radical elements. Simultaneously, the capacity 
for extraordinary police measures to crush opposition had to be re- 
tained. Himmler and Heydrich’s efforts to balance such conflicting con- 
cerns provide a central theme for the history of Sipo and SD. 

As part of the militarization of the Gestapo office came a typical 
NS assault on the bureaucratic mentality. For instance, although civil 
service ranks increased along with growth, advancement came mostly 
at the intermediate and lower or working levels. The number of supe- 
rior civil servants declined while their responsibilities expanded. For in- 
stance, the departments under Diels (a Ministerialrat) had been run by 
four government counselors. Heydrich used only two, each responsible 
for a major department; he ran the other one through two SS lieuten- 
ants who supervised working-level police officials, usually of detective 
lieutenant rank. 

Throughout 1935, although the Gestapo continued to grow, the 
Berlin office remained more streamlined than under Diels. In June, the 
Gestapo office had only 618 male personnel of all types, marking a 
significant reduction from Diels’s high of 680.°* In fact, civil service and 
budgetary constraints required that Heydrich keep his machine lean. 
The budget for 1934, to which he had gained supplements in July, allot- 
ted only 2,658 positions all told (1,854 civil servants). A sizable part of 
the thousand-man increase over 1933 had been gained by Diels. By June 
1935, only about 2,602 positions were actually filled (1,972 civil ser- 
vants, but fewer employees). By the spring of 1936, Himmler reported 
that the Prussian Gestapo had 2,050 civil servants, with a total of 2,650 
in the entire Reich, to be incorporated in the new Reich Gestapo.°° 

Streamlining and militarization conformed with NS and SS ideolog- 
ical objectives: to impress the policemen with an “NS equality” that 
would close the gap between the old elite and the little man; to create 
the impression that under the new leadership the hardworking police- 
man would win recognition and reward; and to replace the machinery 
of bureaucracy with a military system of command and compliance in 
tune with the führer principle and “SS elitism.” 

Such was the mood that Himmler and Heydrich sought to purvey 
in their pep talks to Gestapo officials. In October, Himmler defined the 
sort of personal relations and behavior he wanted. He demanded that 
the Gestapo handle its business with soldierly speed rather than through 
bureaucratic red tape. The staff should also be immune to rumors that 
cause dissension, and he wanted none of the anonymous informing that 
“characterized the management of offices under Jewish chiefs.” He and 
Heydrich would create a sense of soldierly camaraderie. “I look on you 
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all only as associates and comrades, not as higher, middle, and lower 
civil servants.” He wanted all to see him as a fatherly chief and to feel 
free to come to him with their problems. Furthermore, he assured them 
that he knew how poorly they were paid, especially the lower ranks, 
and he would do everything in his power to correct that.’ Himmler 
sought to infuse an NS and SS ethos, while appealing intuitively to them 
through their existing police subculture. 

He especially wanted to establish a proper image with the public. 
When “the little man among the people” reported something suspicious, 
or when a wife waited anxiously to learn the fate of her husband taken 
into custody, they were not to receive routine paper work. 


The Volk must hold the conviction that the most just authority, which 
works the most exactly in the new state, is the dreaded Gestapo. The 
Volk must come to the view that, if someone has been seized, he had 
been seized with right; it must have the view that, in all things that 
are not to the detriment of the state, the members of the Gestapo are 
men with human kindness, with human hearts and absolute 
rightness. . . . 

I also wish that everyone who comes to you will be handled cour- 
teously and sociably. I wish that you will use on the phone a courteous 
and proper tone. I wish further that no man will growl in any way. 
Please, see yourself as helpers and not as dictators.°” 


On the other hand, Himmler and Heydrich increasingly emphasized 
the necessity for an extraordinary, unrestricted political police that 
could take whatever measures were needed to eliminate all threats. A 
proper totalitarian society was an “organically indivisible national com- 
munity” that could not tolerate “any political ideas at variance with the 
will of the majority.” They depicted Germany as a nation under siege, 
surrounded by hostile enemies and permeated with their camouflaged 
agents. Since all open opposition was illegal, formerly open domestic 
enemies had become the “camouflaged enemy.” Undetected enemies 
had penetrated every institution and worked to weaken the new order. 
With the help of the SD, the Gestapo would be able to separate the 
good from the bad, and had to be free to round them up without any 
interference. Everyone had to trust the properly guided Gestapo to 
strike well and to correct on its own initiative whatever mistakes it 
might make. Its power had to be completely open ended.** 

Meanwhile, the contradictory demands that Himmler’s beliefs 
placed upon the real-life Gestapo official must have produced frustra- 
tions ironically similar to those felt by the policeman under a liberal 
constitution that limits his freedom of action. His police superior called 
for sharp, decisive actions that could bring him under attack from more 
conservative authorities and make him hated and feared by the public 
who were supposed to admire and respect him. Then, if his police sub- 
culture functioned according to theory, it generated greater loyalty to 
the police superior and a desire to carry out his orders as secretively as 
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necessary. Toward interfering officials and disapproving elements in the 
public he would direct a hostility grown of the frustrations he experi- 
enced in the process. 

Theoretically, the results should have been the innumerable viola- 
tions of due process that actually occurred. In some cases Himmler or 
Heydrich might be forced to discipline the offender, but to do so too 
often would undermine the loyalty of their subordinates. For the subcul- 
ture to work to their advantage, they had to protect the policeman who 
did his “duty.” They seemed to sense this, for they usually disciplined 
lightly, treating the offender as an overzealous, but basically good 
boy.°? Reward often followed discipline, with discipline so disrupted 
and restraints so undermined that the Gestapo, like the concentration 
camps, remained a peculiar mixture of spontaneous, cruel excesses with 
cool action and propriety. 

In the transformation of the political police, Werner Best formed a 
unique bridge between the conservative and radical-right forces, and, 
therefore, must have contributed greatly to the split personality of the 
emerging Gestapo. An Old Fighter with a juridical civil service back- 
ground, Best had played a key role in the Nazification of the Hessian 
police until he ran afoul of local NS politics. Himmler then drew him 
into the SD where his political and administrative talents and his legiti- 
mate credentials made him ideal as Heydrich’s lieutenant for shaping 
the Gestapo office. He staunchly advocated a powerful SS-police force 
that could stand above the law when necessary. In contrast to the true 
radical enforcer, he appreciated the need for some limitations. He con- 
ceived them as something akin to professional self-discipline, imposed 
from within by leaders like himself and based on training programs that 
balanced a legal education with a solid foundation in the NS world 
view.°? This open-ended dichotomy helped shape the character of the 
Gestapo into something like a vacuum cleaner with several mouths, 
sucking in susceptible idealists among conservatives and right radicals, 
as well as radical enforcers and opportunists. Each could see in the 
Gestapo an opportunity for what he considered desirable. 

Efforts to weigh authority and organizational rectitude against rev- 
olutionary flexibility gave the Gestapo a unique balance between a pro- 
fessional police organization and one amateurish enough to allow a 
strong element of gangsterism. Although the Gestapo undeniably perpe- 
trated cruel excesses, Best’s job involved curbing their spontaneous 
manifestations and replacing them with more “legitimate” repression. 

In conjunction with concerns about public image and tighter con- 
trol over their political police, Heydrich and Best also had to sharpen 
police awareness of the ideological enemy and to heighten their men’s 
determination to strike with cold-blooded efficiency. Of course, their 
real enemy was the left, but they had successfully reduced it to a tolera- 
ble level. At the moment, the conservative and reactionary allies, who 
would limit or reduce NS power if they could, represented the major 
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problem. To thwart a coup against the regime, one needed a reliable 
police, and SS penetration was directed toward that end. Heydrich in- 
tended his indoctrination about the camouflaged internal enemy to 
heighten police suspicion of this opposition. 

By and large, the police retained its traditional repressive-defensive 
role. Himmler, Heydrich, and Best conceived the role as more positive, 
however, for they wanted to create a force to serve as the cutting edge 
of the new order, leading the people in a silent revolution by showing 
the way and by being available for whatever action the Führer might 
deem necessary. To be prepared for such a role, the police had to see 
society and the enemy through the perspective of the NS world view 
so they could sweep away any obstacle with cold-blooded self- 
righteousness. In this way, Himmler, Heydrich, Best, and Miiller, each 
in his own way, worked toward a transformation of professional po- 
lice personnel. 





Transformations, 
1934—1937 


Indoctrination probably contributed to the transformation of the pro- 
fessional police. The next chapter deals with those indoctrination pro- 
grams designed for all detectives. What will be said there applies to the 
Gestapo detectives discussed here. This chapter focuses on an analysis 
of Gestapo operations and personnel. From that will come insights into 
the more significant, functional forces at work in their transformation. 


Personnel 


The personnel changes that Himmler and Heydrich made contrib- 
uted to transformations. Although historians usually assert that they 
purged the Gestapo, that is a half-truth.! Extensive changes did occur 
in those sections responsible for administrative and legal affairs. New 
people, mostly from the Bavarian police, now formed Heydrich’s staff. 
In Main Department I, however, one Prussian high civil servant re- 
placed two, consolidating work from former Departments I and II. Per- 
haps only a stopgap, he lasted less than a year—to be replaced when 
Werner Best arrived in Berlin. 

A number of persons left the administrative offices, especially de- 
partment heads; however, their replacements usually came from other 
branches of the Prussian police, often Gestapo posts. They were not 
Himmler’s outsiders. One major exception, SS Lieutenant Trinkle, took 
over administrative-financial affairs. A finance officer in the Bavarian 
State Police, he had enough contacts in the Movement to be known as 
reliable, so when Himmler and Heydrich moved to Berlin, they drafted 
him from the SA. They had a special interest in control of Gestapo 
funds.? 

Of all the changes, only ten clearly stand out as purges. Further- 
more, with few exceptions, one set of Prussian bureaucrats merely re- 
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placed another. An analysis of the changes under the new Main Depart- 
ment II raises further questions about purges. Its director had been 
Arthur Nebe, whom Frick and Daluege transferred to the Berlin Kripo. 
Heydrich allegedly wanted to keep him, and he gladly retained many of 
Nebe’s former department heads. Most of them found secure careers in 
the later Gestapo. Reinhold Heller, who had worked closely with Diels, 
an expert on Marxist movements, stayed on as Müller’s deputy. Even 
the expert on Jews and Freemasons, Dr. Hasselbacker, was retained and 
brought into the SD rather than replaced by an SD expert.” 

Among the detectives who did leave, a large number turned up in 
the Prussian Kripo. That raises the possibility that, like Nebe, they 
moved by choice rather than by purge. According to Gisevius, Nebe did 
not want to serve under Himmler and Heydrich.* € Both purge and 
flight probably explain the personnel changes in the spring of 1934. 

Christof Graf has analyzed the men in Diels’s Gestapo headquarters 
who held civil service status.” Because of educational requirements, 
about one-half had passed the second exam for full juridical status, 
while another tenth had concluded with “only” a doctorate in jurispru- 
dence. One-sixth had failed to complete higher education; those without 
full juridical status were detectives rather than administrative or juridi- 
cal civil servants. Presumably, the remaining 25 percent or so were also 
detectives who had completed only the Abitur plus detective officers 
school. 

Only two were Party members before 1933, but from one-fifth to 
two-fifths had been members of NS ancillary organizations. About one- 
fifth had been members of the Center party. A good four-fifths would 
eventually join the Party, and about one-half joined the SA, but only 
one-third joined the SS (presumably most of those who remained in 
Sipo). About one-fifth joined the SD, mostly after 1934. 

By September 1939, about one-third were still in the Gestapo, while 
more than half remained in some branch of Sipo and SD. The other 
half, however, had left the Gestapo before the end of 1934. The detec- 
tives tended to hang on more than other civil servants. Most of those 
who departed, either by purge or choice, were the conventional bureau- 
crats whom Diels had relied upon to staff his headquarters, as opposed 
to the detectives with the expertise that Heydrich could less easily re- 
place. 

Furthermore, the purge/departure was not “political.” Of those 
whom Diels had drafted from outside the political police, one-third had 
been affiliated with the NS before 1933, and one-quarter joined the 
Party in 1933. The juridical civil servants on whom Diels relied had 
been earlier joiners than the detectives.* Apparently, it was the expertise 
of the detectives and the personal ties of the administrators that deter- 
mined who remained and who departed. Nazi status was less signifi- 
cant. Himmler and Heydrich found their own administrators among SS 
jurists or those who had less-objectionable NS connections. 
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Such SS-SD penetration helps explain the transformation of profes- 
sional policemen, but penetration of the Gestapo was much slower and 
more limited than generally believed. Himmler and Heydrich’s arrival 
with a number of Bavarian policemen in train marked the first group 
absorption of policemen into the SD. Heydrich absorbed these Bavari- 
ans at this time to solve the problems of the move. They had no author- 
ity or standing in Prussia. He could not solve that problem by official 
transfers into Prussian service, because their police ranks were too low. 
The easy answer lay in SS-SD membership. This also gave Heydrich 
more complete command over them beyond any police authority, and, 
in turn, it gave them greater rank and status than their lower Bavarian 
police ranks would have provided. In this way, the team of Reinhard 
Flesch, Heinrich Müller, Franz-Josef Huber, and Joseph Meisinger 
could run Subdepartment Enemies and Suspects. Other members of the 
Bavarian Political Police and Gestapo remained in the regular SS. An 
exclusive role for the SD in penetrating the political police had yet to 
emerge. 

A similar pattern occurred in the field posts, with even less SS pene- 
tration and little SD presence. In most cases the rate of SS infiltration 
remained what it had been under Diels. Even into 1935, the Gestapo 
was not dominated by the SS; it was commanded from above with 
heavy reliance on policemen and bureaucrats for execution. Together, 
Party members (21 percent with only Party membership) and SA men 
(19 percent) exceeded SS-SD men (21 percent) in the Nazification of 
the Gestapo.” 

In most cases, one or two SD men commanded the Gestapo posts, 
which also had a few scattered regular SS men, usually in the lowest 
ranks where they had entered from the auxiliary police. At one extreme, 
the Bielefeld post had only one SS member. As late as summer 1935, 
this office still had no SS chief and no SD members. Posts like that at 
Breslau, within the fiefs of powerful opponents like SA leader Heines, 
remained under limited control by Heydrich until the Röhm purge. At 
the other extreme were exceptions like Kiel, Königsberg, Liegnitz, and 
Schneidemühl, where SS men constituted one-quarter to one-third of the 
personnel, but two of these were established by Himmler and Heydrich. 
Even in these posts, aside from one or two officials, most SS men served 
as employees and temporary help.!? 

Practical considerations retarded SS penetration. Budgeted Gestapo 
positions remained limited. The more significant positions also required 
qualifications for professional-police or legal work, and few SS men had 
such qualifications. Even at the lowest levels, the limited number of 
openings could not be given exclusively to SS men. Propriety and cama- 
raderie required that other deserving Nazis also get employment. 

Himmler’s limited authority as Inspector of the Gestapo also re- 
tarded penetration. As Aronson put it, in Prussia he faced a threefold 
problem. He remained subordinate to Géring. He had to avow subordi- 
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nation to Frick as both Reich and Prussian Minister of the Interior, for 
their momentary alliance required such pretenses. The provincial and 
district governors formed the third obstacle, for their partial authority 
over the field posts still limited Himmler’s freedom."! 

Ironically, the relative slowness of SS penetration probably facili- 
tated the transformation of the professionals. They resented that pene- 
tration and distrusted the penetrators. But as long as the SS had to 
observe civil service and professional limitations, there was always hope 
that the police would absorb them rather than vice versa. The profes- 
sional was encouraged to stay on and absorb the interlopers. 

Of course, to shape the police, Himmler’s plan was to fuse them 
with the SS. Not until the summer of 1935, however, did the logic of 
SD preeminence in that penetration finally emerge. We may never know 
to whom it first occurred, or what calculations produced it. Since at 
least May, Heydrich had begun transferring SS members of his Berlin 
Gestapo office into the SD, where they constituted a special detachment, 
SD-Dienststelle Gestapa. As of June 25, out of slightly more than 600 
officials and employees, there were 180 SD members (29 percent), plus 
an additional 65 SS men (10.5 percent) who had not yet transferred. !? 

In June 1935, Himmler ordered all Prussian Gestapo posts to sub- 
mit complete rosters indicating membership in NS organizations. This 
was apparently the first time anyone tried to determine where and how 
well the SS had penetrated, and indicates that penetration was haphaz- 
ard. Himmler needed an accurate assessment upon which to base future 
plans. The results offer a rare source of data on Prussian Gestapo per- 
sonnel." 

In the field posts, the extent of SS-SD penetration remained con- 
siderably below that of the Gestapo Office. Only 13 percent of 1,984 
field personnel had SS membership, and they included only 52 SD mem- 
bers (2.6 percent). For the entire Gestapo of about 2,600, 232 SD mem- 
bers provided less than 9 percent penetration. An additional 325 SS 
members might be transferred into the SD to raise the total above 21 
percent. Almost half of these, however, were merely employees. Aside 
from a few key officials, the SS-SD did not dominate the Gestapo, al- 
though the interpenetration was significant. Conditions in Bavaria may 
have been comparable, but elsewhere, such as Bremen and Hessia, pene- 
tration was minimal. Braunschweig must have been an exception with 
its heavy SS presence. 

As for other aspects of Gestapo personnel, 74 percent had been 
recruited from Prussian police professionals, with an additional 2 per- 
cent from Bavaria. Another 2.4 percent were drawn from other Prussian 
civil service, of whom 25 percent were Party members only, 18 percent 
SA, and 8.3 percent SS or SD members. Although more than half the 
professionals had affiliated with the Movement, few had yet joined the 
SS-SD. Among the 21.6 percent of Gestapo personnel who had been 
recruited from outside the civil service, 9.3 percent were only Party 
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members, 20.7 percent were SA, 37.6 percent SS, and 30 percent SS-SD 
members. Thus, 69.3 percent of the SS presence was SS men joining the 
Gestapo, usually at the lowest ranks, while 30.7 percent was profes- 
sional police and other civil servants who joined the SS-SD. 

The majority of SS penetrators at the lower ranks, who would have 
had lower educational and social status, were not drawn into the SD 
until 1935 or 1936. But together these SS-SD members of the Gestapo 
would form the Sipo-SD; that is, they were those members of the SD 
whose affiliation served primarily to facilitate fusion of SS and police. 
The earliest members of the Sipo-SD were of three types. More than 
one-third were pre-NS professional police suited for early SD member- 
ship. A few had qualified to become policemen during the interim be- 
fore Himmler’s takeover. The rest were SD men with qualifications for 
police service who transferred into the police, mostly after 1934. More 
than 20 percent came from other branches of the civil service. 

The most outstanding characteristic of this early Sipo-SD compo- 
nent was its expression of prejudice in autobiographical statements 
written for SS records.!* Although the validity of these tabulated ex- 
pressions as scientific data is questionable, the degree of difference in 
attitudes about Jews and Communists is too marked to ignore. While 
about 4 percent of the regular SD recorded mild to strong anti- 
Semitism, the Sipo-SD men expressed none. In contrast, 29 percent of 
Sipo-SD men expressed hostility to Communism, 5 percent to SPD, and 
18 percent against the Republic—as opposed to 9 percent, 2 percent, 
and 12 percent, respectively, among other SD men. This markedly 
stronger preoccupation with purging society of left-wing threats, as op- 
posed to NS racial-ideological concerns, contrasts equally sharply with 
their subsequently greater involvement in NS racial programs. Of those 
for whom Einsatzgruppen involvement is clear, 69 percent of the Sipo- 
SD versus only 49 percent of the regular SD saw action. Thus political- 
ideological conjunctions may have held or drawn them into Gestapo 
service, but Nazification added the fillip of racial ideology. Himmler’s 
fusion of SS and police was central to that process. 

Fifty percent of the SS penetration in Gestapo headquarters had 
occurred under Diels. By far the largest single group (94) came into the 
Gestapo in October 1933, when the SS auxiliary police became employ- 
ees. As Christof Graf has correctly argued, the pattern for SS penetra- 
tion was set well before Himmler took over. This was because Diels felt 
compelled to use SS men to legitimize the Gestapo among Nazis and 
gain their cooperation with his otherwise professional political police.!5 
There is no reason to argue, however, that either Diels or Géring pur- 
sued a union of SS and Gestapo as a plan for the police state they envi- 
sioned. 

All involved had agreed that additions to the police should come 
from persons who had proven themselves in the fight for NS victory. 
Goring, Daluege, and Diels had also agreed that SS men were best for 
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the Gestapo, but to maintain some modicum of quality, they had insti- 
tuted an indoctrination course at the Police Institute. At least four 
classes had graduated by the end of 1933. Toward the end of his reign, 
Diels became sufficiently concerned about professional quality to issue 
more stringent recruitment guidelines. Even so, he continued to support 
Daluege’s requests that Göring waive civil service requirements that 
blocked SA and SS men. Thus, an SS infusion had occurred c : hich 
Himmler and Heydrich could build. Even so, they remained dependent 
on Göring’s approval of personnel policies that violated state regula- 
tions. '° 

To formalize Heydrich’s consolidation of SS Gestapo men into the 
SD, on July 4, 1935, Himmler ordered their transfer. It is not known 
when he applied this order to the other states’ political police. The ac- 
tion involved no mass transfer, however, for they executed it on an 
individual basis at a rate the SD personnel office could manage. Conse- 
quently, many of the transfers remained unprocessed well into 1936, 
and during the process, the SD rejected many.'” 

By 1935, the Prussian Gestapo had assumed the composition that 
the Reich Gestapo would retain until the uncontrolled growth of the 
war years. Basically, the professionals represented the vast majority (ap- 
proximately 76 percent). Among them, slightly more than half had be- 
come Nazis by 1935. Of new recruits from the Movement, some were 
qualified civil servants, and most had SA or Party membership; the rest 
were SS. One has no basis for determining how many NS infiltrators 
became policemen simply to find a secure job, and how many felt some 
commitment to creating an NS police. 

Once Himmler acquired command over all the German police in 
1936, Goring lost control over personnel, and only the Reich ministries 
remained as barriers to an arbitrary policy for the Gestapo. Neverthe- 
less, the realities of detective work and the need to show some deference 
for the professional’s image kept Himmler and Heydrich from deviating 
radically from civil service guidelines.’ For better control, however, 
they employed a more closed application process. In 1936, Sipo avoided 
public recruiting through official channels such as unemployment of- 
fices, alleging that it already had a full contingent of civil service candi- 
dates for all Kripo and Gestapo positions.!? Here the intention was to 
prevent an influx of older, unemployed Nazis at the expense of more 
suitable candidates. The SS old-boy network and increasingly a Hitler 
Youth young-boy network were to provide routes of entry. 

Although guidelines for induction into the Gestapo took on an im- 
age of normality, it could not obscure the Nazification and “SS- 
ification” that prevailed. For instance, at officer entry levels the minimal 
educational requirement of Abitur or equivalent remained in force. 
However, in addition to the three traditional sources (nonpolice or 
“free” occupations, nondetective police officers, and detective ser- 
geants), candidates for detective officers’ ranks could also come from 
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officers of the armed SS detachments. Also, men from “free” occupa- 
tions had to be members of an NS organization, and of pure German 
blood traceable back to all grandparents. Most interesting, however, 
was that application could not come through ministry or Party offices, 
but only through Gestapo headquarters or posts. The leader of the Ge- 
stapo had final approval.” 

Officer training was more rigorous than before. Lasting two and 
one-half years total, it included a practical introduction to all relevant 
police work: twenty-one months in police administrative, uniformed po- 
lice, Kripo, and Gestapo interior and Abwehr offices. A seven-month 
course at the Police Institute followed, culminating in the usual detective 
lieutenant’s exam. Then came six months of probational service before 
full detective-lieutenant status was awarded.?! 

In contrast, the back door into the Gestapo remained open for suit- 
able NS members as employees and workers. After acquiring the patina 
of police experience and with a little help on the tests, they could win 
civil service status as detective or administrative sergeant candidates. 
Even here, however, SS penetration encountered problems. The SA and 
SS men who had taken these positions in 1933 and 1934 caused one. 
They were frequently older than the conventional entrants, often with 
families to support. Pay was too low for them to stay on for as long as 
it took to get full civil service status. In question were 675 SA and 
SS men: 40 administrative and 70 detective candidates, 500 detective 
employees, and 65 workers designated as “drivers,” all slated to assume 
civil service candidate status as soon as budgeted positions became 
available.” In short, the Gestapo was not a fully open door for NS- 
SS penetration. 

A few examples provide an impression of the full range of Gestapo 
personnel in Heydrich’s SD by 1936. Most favored was the pool of NS 
civil servants with the education and credentials for immediate qualifi- 
cation as high officials. They came from branches of the Prussian juridi- 
cal and administrative services. As early as December 1934, Best 
charged the SD with identifying such suitable men for Gestapo recruit- 
ment.” These they simply transferred into Gestapo, SS, and SD. 

One example of this favored source was Dr. Hans Fischer, who 
had been involved with NS since 1923 in various affiliations; he took 
Party and SS membership in 1932 while still a legal intern (Referendar). 
After completing the state exam in 1933, he served in the juridical ser- 
vice, from which he entered the Gestapo to serve as a field post leader. 
As an active member of the SS, in June 1934, he became commander 
of a local unit. By March 1935, he found both his full-time Gestapo 
responsibilities as post leader and his part-time SS command too de- 
manding, and requested release from SS duties. Such practical problems 
must have contributed to the absorption of all SS-Gestapo men into the 
SD to rationalize SS demands on their time. In September, the SS per- 
sonnel office began arranging for Fischer’s transfer into the SD.?* 
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By this time, the Gestapo had also become alluring to respectable, 
young middle-class aspirants to higher government service careers. 
From here on, a pool of young, qualified functionaries became avail- 
able. The new atmosphere of normality and the campaign to sell the 
Gestapo’s image of propriety succeeded in giving the organization the 
appearance of a respectable career for ambitious young men. One such, 
Hans Blomberg, had no apparent NS affiliations until he joined the 
Party and SA in 1933. He completed his state exam in November 1934, 
and in September 1935 transferred from juridical service into the Ge- 
stapo and served as deputy leader of several field posts. In 1936, he 
gained SS-SD membership.”° 

Professional policemen with NS connections also provided a major 
source of qualified Gestapo personnel. Dr. Emanuel Schafer had pur- 
sued a law degree for a government career. Politically, he represented 
the young war veterans who gravitated gradually through free corps 
(1919-1921) and Stahlhelm (1925—1928) to the NS orbit. While in the 
Prussian Criminal Police since 1926, he could not have open member- 
ship. Yet he could work actively for the cause during the early 19308, 
becoming a contributing member of the SS in 1931. In February 1933, 
he became head of the new Gestapo post at Breslau. Given the political 
realities in Silesia, where Edmund Heines reigned, he took up SA mem- 
bership. Nevertheless, he retained his SS connections and worked 
closely with the SD. Despite the extension of Himmler’s control over 
the Silesian posts following the purge of Heines, Schafer retained his SA 
membership until September 1936. Perhaps this membership still served 
well in Silesia, since SA membership predominated among local police 
professionals. By late 1936, the open move to closer Gestapo-SD affili- 
ation negated such necessities, and Schäfer transferred into SS-SD.?* 

Other professional policemen gravitated into the Movement more 
gradually, without detriment to their careers, Although some Gestapo 
men may have believed opportunistically that proper membership 
brought more rapid promotion, until we have some quantitative testing 
of this belief, we must consider the many examples to the contrary.” 
Individuals apparently felt varying degrees of pressure to join. 

By and large, the bulk of professional policemen did not really feel 
that pressure until 1938, when Himmler decided that all suitable police- 
men should become SS members. One of Heydrich’s adjutants, Police 
Captain Kurt Pomme, is a prime example, but he at least had secure NS 
standing. Far less secure, Reinhold Heller had been one of Diels’s first 
Gestapo men, transferred from Section IA with prorepublican political 
affiliations to overcome. He joined the Party in 1933, while Diels ad- 
vanced his claim that his suspicious political membership had merely 
provided defense against political discrimination. Despite what should 
have been a weak basis, Heller advanced to the highest ranks under 
Himmler and Heydrich without joining the SS-SD until 1938. Younger 
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professionals like Hans Gippert and Kurt Riedel, civil servants only 
since 1931, had no apparent NS ties until they finally joined the Party 
in 1937. Neither joined the SS until 1937 and 1938, respectively.”® 

The bulk of SS men in the Gestapo, who had won only simple em- 
ployment or civil service status at the lowest levels, formed a sharp 
contrast to the qualified officials. Most notably, their lives lacked stabil- 
ity and, therefore, social respectability. Usually, they had found their 
way into völkisch politics through either the war veteran—free corps 
channel or the youth movements, but a decisive factor in their NS affil- 
iation had been depression unemployment. Most became affiliated be- 
tween 1930 and 1932. As SS members in the spring of 1933, still unem- 
ployed, they became auxiliary police or SS-Commandos. Most became 
state employees in October 1933, but some as late as 1935. They could 
then become civil service candidates if they passed qualifying examina- 
tions. Although many would become SS officers by 1936, few would 
rise high in either the SS or police. Becoming SS officers often corres- 
ponded to transfer into the SD, perhaps to give them more influence in 
the Gestapo than they had as employees.”? 

A younger and more successful member of this group earned his 
high-school-leaving certificate in 1928. After a three-year business ap- 
prenticeship with a Berlin firm, he remained employed until released for 
lack of work in 1932. For a year he helped in his father’s business. 
Meanwhile, he had joined the Party in 1930, the SA in 1931, and in 
1933 shifted into the SS, perhaps to find employment. In March, 
through his SS unit, he joined an SS-commando, employed as auxiliary 
help, and was finally attached to the SS-Commando Gestapa. Along 
with many others, he became a Gestapo employee in October. In 1936, 
he became a civil service candidate, and in 1939 began entry into the 
detective officer ranks. He passed his qualifying test in 1940, and began 
training school in February 1941, completing the course in January 
1942. By 1943, he was an SS first lieutenant and detective inspector.°° 

For the contrasting experience of an older candidate: after demobi- 
lization in 1918, a war veteran found a job as a railroad machinist. In 
1925, his problems began with a layoff. He worked for his father for 
three years, then found another job, only to be laid off again in 1930 
at the age of thirty-six. He remained unemployed and without political 
commitment until he joined the Party and SS in 1932. There he rose 
rapidly to SS second lieutenant. In January 1934, he became a Gestapo 
employee, serving as the head of Outpost Hanau and rising to the termi- 
nal rank of SS captain by April 1935.31 

His career is interesting on several counts. Without strong NS at- 
tachments or other qualifications, he won early employment in the SS 
and police. In the Gestapo he had command of small field posts from 
almost the beginning. Then, in April 1936, the SS personnel office began 
work on his transfer into the SD. He apparently conflicted with the SD 


62 Inside the Gestapo 


image of propriety, however, for full membership was deferred for two 
years and he remained frozen in rank until he was expelled back into 
the regular SS in December 1943, as “fully unsuitable for SD work.” 32 

Thus, in contrast to the “respectable citizens”—qualified civil ser- 
vants and police officials—the Gestapo had a significant influx of vic- 
tims of the depression or of other personal-social problems, many of 
whom found newly respectable, relatively stable positions in the Ge- 
stapo. There must have been a sizable gap between the two groups. In 
fact, there may have been a three-way split: (1) the basically “apoliti- 
cal” (though conservative-nationalist) professionals, (2) the NS profes- 
sionals with some ideological commitment, (3) and the NS employees, 
some potentially qualified, some not, some ideologically committed, 
some not, but all without secure positions unless they served obediently. 

In addition to creating internal tensions among personnel, this com- 
position gave the Gestapo a split personality—disparate organizational 
identities involving diverse personalities in processes legitimizing vio- 
lence. For some, the Gestapo offered a respectable career. At first, they 
performed relatively legal functions, often at an intellectual-detective 
level culminating only in reports. The action taken on such reports usu- 
ally fell to another type, while responsibility lay with their superiors. 
Within the value system of the police subculture, even those profession- 
als involved in increasingly excessive executive actions could rationalize 
them as necessary and, therefore, proper up to a certain point. If, be- 
yond that point, they began to have qualms, there were less-restrained 
SS and SA men to do the “necessary” dirty work. Although disdained 
by the professionals, such men became increasingly indispensable. Thus, 
the professionals must have developed a relationship with the “parapro- 
fessionals” that resembled that between military and SS—one sought to 
preserve his old status and simultaneously retain his self-image by tap- 
ping the energy and lack of restrained respectability in the other. But 
given the growing momentum toward the radical-enforcer approach, 
even the most restrained professionals must have succumbed to authori- 
zation, bolstering, routinization, and dehumanization. 

The political police of the other states evolved along the same lines 
as the Prussian Gestapo. Key figures in SS penetration, such as Dr. Wil- 
helm Harster in Wiirttemberg and Police Captain Erwin Schulz in Bre- 
men, were coordinated into SD membership about the same time as 
their Prussian counterparts.°? 

By the summer of 1934, any illusions of apolitical aloofness that 
the professionals might have held should have eroded. The source of 
Nazification was not just SS infiltration. Even “moderates” like Minister 
of the Interior Frick called for a thorough infusion of NS thought into 
all ranks of the police so they could serve the new state properly and 
execute the Fiihrer’s will. Indoctrination courses intensified, and officers 
were instructed to model NS behavior and attitudes for their men. All 
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were expected to immerse themselves in NS publications.** Although 
overt pressure to join the Party and SS-SD was several years away, the 
cherished apolitical posture of the professional required a considerable 
denial of reality. 

But then, postures and reality are slippery things. Who believes that 
level-headed fellows like himself will be seriously affected by obvious 
propaganda? And of course, nationalistic fervor is not really “political”; 
it can even be a valuable leaven, especially for an endangered society. 
Also not “political” are those things that “everyone knows” about ra- 
cial differences, even when they are pushed to questionable extremes. 
Besides, a few such extremes might bring some divisive and destructive 
elements into line. 

Based on the size of the Prussian Gestapo, historian Elisabeth Kohl- 
hass estimates the total political police force in Germany in June 1935 
at about 3800 men— 4200 counting female clerical support. A more 
conservative estimate would put the male personnel at 3450, giving a 
complete staff of 3800. By March 1937, she estimates the total to have 
risen to 6500 men—about 7000 counting women. Whatever improve- 
ments this might have brought in the capacity of the Gestapo to accom- 
plish its missions would vanish in the rapid expansion of the Reich and 
its occupied territories beginning in 1938.35 


Efficiency, Routines, Identities, and 
Further Transformations 


Despite the growing transfusion of personnel, as organizations 
whose missions overlapped, the Gestapo and SD generated friction and 
competition. Gestapo officials required continual reminders of their 
duty to keep the SD informed. By 1935, they had proven so resistant to 
this violation of police secrecy that Best had to order the routine filing 
of reports with a coordinating desk at Gestapo headquarters responsible 
for liaison with the SD.3° Toward the SD, Gestapo personnel wanted 
the cover of secrecy that police subcultures generate against all out- 
siders. 

Professional policemen generally saw SD policemen among them- 
selves as spies and NS subverters of professional relationships. Actually, 
the Gestapo and SD served as mutual checks. The Gestapo also watched 
and occasionally arrested SD men. Such arrests caused friction and re- 
quired intervention to curb police highhandedness and to cool tempers 
on both sides.” 

This double-cross was, of course, ideal for a model totalitarian sys- 
tem, and Himmler and Heydrich could exploit this rivalry to manipu- 
late and goad personnel to compete for proof of reliability. To see this 
as calculated or even desired, however, is to interpret from results back 
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into intentions. Actually, all the leaders involved devoted much time 
and energy to deflecting the competition, and were obviously uneasy 
about handling the energy their dynamo generated so spontaneously. 

They really preferred a smooth-running team in which overlap 
merely guaranteed thoroughness and the satisfaction of both ideological 
(SD) and police-technical (Gestapo) needs in security work. Mutual sur- 
veillance offered perhaps a desirable side effect as insurance against the 
camouflaged enemy, but not as “spying.” Spying would impede cooper- 
ation, reduce efficiency, and damage morale. 

To develop such teamwork, by 1936 Heydrich began joint meetings 
of all Gestapo and SD field and main office leaders for mutual briefings 
on their work.3* The rivalry must have turned these meetings into self- 
escalating mutual-indoctrination sessions in which each vied to show 
how his knowledgeable application of ideological insights facilitated se- 
curity work, but that was merely incidental. Heydrich intended these 
meetings to create the desired unity of Sipo and SD. 

Meanwhile, the Gestapo had assumed an intermediate position— 
not a thoroughly Nazi police, but also not a true component of the 
more traditional state machinery. Often distrusted by both the Move- 
ment and its allies, the Gestapo hardly lived up to Himmler and Hey- 
drich’s ideals. Depending on one’s perspective, its image shifts radically. 
When one analyzes Nazi Germany as a model of totalitarianism, the 
Gestapo spy system, the SD intelligence net, and the command and re- 
porting system of the Party based on the local block leaders usually add 
up to an all-pervasive police control. Indeed, this was one aspect of 
reality, but studies that explore the details of this coordination always 
emphasize the internal rivalries, the extensive duplication of effort, and 
even the sabotage of competitors. Also, since a heavy ideological per- 
spective guided security work, one must raise the question of the true 
efficiency of the Gestapo. 

Evaluating Gestapo work enmeshes one in a three-sided perspective. 
On one side are the conflicting testimonies of victims and participants. 
All are based on individual perspectives, limited and frequently mixed 
with second-hand information whose origin the memoirist never ques- 
tioned. All go well beyond what the source could know, but the scholar 
is hard pressed to tell when. Official directives and guidelines provide 
the second perspective. These represent the official self-image of the or- 
ganization, often embraced by members as reality—that is, their per- 
sonal institutional identity. The third perspective comes from surviving 
records of activities. Since these records are fragmentary and also served 
purposes other than objective communication, they are equally prob- 
lematic. 

Recently, a few scholars have sought to extract what should be 
more-reliable evidence. This more thorough examination of the evi- 
dence has led to controversial conclusions about the efficiency of the 
Gestapo. These conclusions, in turn, have become the focus of heated 
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debate among German historians.”” The following evaluation of Ge- 
stapo work is based on a combination of traditional perspectives, evalu- 
ated against the results of this new work and some additional exploita- 
tion of reasonably reliable quantitative reports of Gestapo agencies. The 
results challenge some of our assumptions and confirm others. 

According to official guidelines, the Gestapo handled six types of 
offenses: (1) high treason (espionage and sabotage), (2) political assassi- 
nation, (3) political “excesses” (propaganda dissemination, riots, and 
demonstrations), (4) violations of arms and explosives control regula- 
tions, (5) insulting the Reich government and its members, and (6) mali- 
cious attacks on state and Party.*° For the sake of analysis, one might 
regroup them into two categories. The first would include offenses of 
types 1 through 4—that is, action related to (political) crimes and the 
suppression of illegal organizations. These might be called normative 
police functions, repressive measures of the sort that modern states con- 
sider essential to their survival. The second category would include 
types 5 and 6 and less-threatening “excesses” under type 3. These might 
be called extreme, petty or totalitarian repression of the sort usually 
avoided by most states. 

Official directives emphasized the normative nature of Gestapo 
work, insisting that all their actions were based on laws. But this legal- 
ity included enforcement far beyond normal conceptions of political 
crime. For instance, in common with many Western security forces, they 
perceived homosexuals in sensitive positions as security threats. But 
they went farther, including anyone’s homosexual inclinations, abor- 
tions, and, of course, miscegenation as threats to national security. 
Thus, all laws dealing with such threats came within their purview. This 
and more was implied in official directives, with the usual aside that the 
full mission of the police could not be limited to particulars, for they 
had to guard national security against all dangers. Thus, directives em- 
phasizing legality only seem to contrast with the open-ended mission 
proclaimed by their leaders. Written for the working police detective, 
they had to be compatible with the professional’s self-image, while put- 
ting professionalizing limits on the zeal of the Nazi recruit who was not 
meant to exercise unlimited freedom in “law enforcement.” 

For a comparison with actual practice, one can turn to Reinhard 
Mann’s study of Gestapo Diisseldorf. Unfortunately, he did not include 
cases dealing with racially related offenses, emigrants, foreign workers, 
prisoners of war, separatism, or espionage—significant parts of Gestapo 
work.*! Of the cases covered, Mann concluded that (approximately) 30 
percent dealt with forbidden organizations (political, religious, and 
youth), 12 percent concerned conventional crimes, 13 percent were ad- 
ministrative control measures, and 46 percent were suppressions of non- 
conformist activities. Among the illegal organizations, only 46 percent 
were political groups that have been prosecuted in most modern states. 
Of the remaining, 37 percent were “moderate” political groups, and 17 
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percent religious and youth organizations.*? Thus, more than half of all 
this work was “extreme.” 

Conventional crimes included (approximately) 33 percent economic 
(hoarding, price gouging, etc.), 6 percent sabotage, 12 percent espio- 
nage, 4 percent excessive leave from work, 13 percent misrepresenting 
one’s self as an official, 4 percent giving false information to authorities, 
13 percent homosexuality, 3 percent other moral offenses, and 13 per- 
cent miscellaneous.*? Though normally not considered political crimes, 
most such offenses are prosecuted through the police in modern western 
states, especially in war-time, and so were “normative.” 

Nonconformism constituted the most clearly excessive category. 
Fully 53 percent were utterances, including jokes about the regime or 
sympathetic to the opposition, and during the war, defeatist remarks. 
Thirty percent included a wide range of usually petty, occupational, 
public and private activities that raised someone’s suspicions. Only ro 
percent dealt with producing or distributing forbidden printed matter, 
and 5 percent with listening to foreign broadcasts. Two percent were 
charged with “political passivity.” ** 

For his comparative study of Gestapo Wiirzburg, Robert Gellately 
reported that although there was great similarity, local preoccupations 
varied according to local circumstances. Largely agrarian Lower Fran- 
conia had fewer Communists and Socialists but at least as many “politi- 
cally active” priests. With fewer Marxist enemies, the Würzburg Ge- 
stapo could devote more time and energy to petty prosecutions. Clearly, 
“petty-extreme” repression consumed a considerable portion of Ge- 
stapo work.* 

Both case studies also indicate significant changes in that work over 
time. For the “foundation” years, 1933-1936, rapidly growing case 
loads prevailed in most categories of Gestapo work. The “normative” 
years of 1937-1939, the victorious years of 1939-1941, and the years 
of total war and disillusionment, 1942—1945, each produced different 
patterns of Gestapo work and public support. For 1933-1936 (only 
one-third of its existence), the Düsseldorf Gestapo did over half the 
work it would do against illegal organizations. These years involved the 
successful breaking of organized opposition. The prosecution of conven- 
tional criminality also mounted, but only 13.5 percent of such cases 
were handled in the formative years. Aside from “moral” offenses and 
impersonating an official, most of these would be war-related crimes. 
Less than 21 percent of the post’s work against nonconformist utter- 
ances would be done in the first four years.*° 

Such changes show that as real threats declined, petty repression 
increased. One suspects that this shift was driven by a need to justify 
the organization and its growth. But evidence indicates that exter- 
nal, public pressures also kept the personnel overworked and over- 
extended. Finally, that “need to justify” was more than conscious self- 
aggrandizement. By 1937, some SD reports on KPD activity argued that, 
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even in areas where the apparatus was still active, “oral propaganda” 
revealed the “true vitality of the Marxist threat.” Other reports, how- 
ever, made it clear that this “oral propaganda” was basically the grum- 
bling of impotent, frustrated, former Marxist workers grousing among 
their coworkers. At the same time, the Gestapo was reduced to conduct- 
ing a roundup of “former KPD members who had not mended their 
ways since release from the camps.”*” The need to be effective and 
forceful against an allegedly vital threat drove the Gestapo to increas- 
ingly totalitarian and petty action against mere grumblers. 

For more-normative functions, Gestapo work closely resembled 
that of any detective force. They handled political crimes like sabotage, 
assassination, or possession of illegal weapons like any other crime. 
Even the surveillance and suppression of illegal organizations involved 
basically the same techniques as those employed against organized 
crime.*® This explains why Himmler and Heydrich and most other Na- 
zis felt dependent upon professionally trained policemen to staff their 
political police. 

Given the rate of growth of the Gestapo, however, they could not 
staff it with fully qualified men except at the expense of regular detec- 
tive forces. For a “law and order” state, they had already plundered 
those ranks excessively. Therefore, the Gestapo had to accept large 
numbers of marginally qualified recruits for its more routine work. The 
need to hire unemployed Nazis and to win the respect of the Movement 
by including “reliable” types also dictated such recruitment. Some could 
be trained for essential functions; however, many must have remained 
limited if not detrimental in professional quality. Despite inadequate 
staffing, men from these lower levels were constantly weeded out as un- 
suitable, 

Although Gestapo headquarters and some of the major field posts 
had highly qualified staffs, the average Gestapo man may have been less 
well prepared for detective work than the average regular policeman. 
He could handle routine matters, but whenever there was a serious 
crime, his superiors could trust him only to preserve the site of the crime 
until the arrival of experts. Often, for such experts, the Gestapo relied 
upon the regular criminal police.*” Nevertheless, the size of the Ge- 
stapo, with field posts for every department and outposts in many dis- 
tricts and small cities, guaranteed the presence of local “specialists” 
who devoted themselves only to political problems and, therefore, guar- 
anteed a level of attention that other police would not provide. These 
specialists also provided the machinery for reporting more political in- 
formation to central police intelligence. 

As for its methods, the Gestapo prided itself on having as scientific 
a methodology as any other modern detective force. Of course, such 
pride was self-delusional, because political police work is, by definition, 
predetermined by the political ideology that guides it. Modern police 
work relies on some theory or theories of criminology to identify likely 
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criminals and to understand their behavior. In contrast, the racist ele- 
ment of the Nazi world view gave Gestapo work a bent that was of 
little value for real detective work. Occasionally it must have been detri- 
mental, but, of course, it served other purposes. 

The process hinges on the concept of a crime: a combination of 
official definition and public perception. Police action begins as a result 
of either their own work, or an external report. In his study of Diissel- 
dorf, Mann reported that, of those cases that could be determined, fully 
33 percent were initiated by the public, 34 percent by other official 
agencies, and 33 percent by the Gestapo (15 percent from surveillance, 
including V-persons, and 13 percent from interrogations).°° 

Since Mann did not include racially related “offenses” in his 
study—that is, cases of a more-private nature that are difficult for offi- 
cial agencies to detect-—Robert Gellately believes Mann’s results under- 
estimated the degree of public involvement. Gellately reported that for 
Gestapo Würzburg, 64 percent of the cases of “race defilement” and 
“friendship to Jews” that could be determined were reported by the 
public, and only r5 percent by other official agencies, mostly Party. 
Gellately now believes that most of the undetermined sources were pri- 
vate denunciations, thus raising their percentage even more. Gestapo 
surveillance accounted for less than 1 percent, while its work on politi- 
cal evaluations added 4 percent, and its interrogations another 17 
percent.°! 

Clearly the all-pervasive “spy net” that covered Germany played a 
significant role in repression. The Party system of observation based on 
the block warden (Blockwart), who was to know and report every en- 
emy and nonconformist in his neighborhood,°? generated 7 to 10 per- 
cent of the Gestapo’s cases—significant, but certainly not as all- 
pervasive as often supposed. The SD, with its “army of spies,” did not 
devote much of its energy to reporting offenders to the Gestapo,” for 
they along with all the rest of the police initiated only 5 to 19 percent. 
Altogether, however, 15 to 34 percent of Gestapo cases grew from its 
cooperation with other official agencies. Building and maintaining that 
cooperation always required a major effort, because the infighting of 
the Third Reich compounded normal bureaucratic rivalry.°* One can- 
not measure the effect of these conflicts on real versus perceived Ge- 
stapo efficiency, but clearly the high percentage of cases based on this 
cooperation shows its significance. 

Finally, one can get a false impression of the relative significance 
of public denunciations versus those from official agencies by simply 
comparing the percentages of each. Reports from the network of Party 
and state agencies supporting Gestapo work were frequently screened 
both to eliminate false reports and to insure ideological or political pro- 
priety. The uncontrolled nature of public denunciations probably in- 
flated their numbers, as the subsequent analysis will show. Screened 
Party and state agency reports represented external influences on Gestpo 
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work, making it more sensitive to the ideological consensus being cre- 
ated by the Nazis.°° 

In contrast, public denunciations provided both a major source of 
Gestapo efficiency and an unmanaged, more “spontaneous” driving 
force in initiating its actions. In Diisseldorf, they mounted steadily until 
the war went bad, after which they declined rapidly. Only 15 percent 
of them came in during 1933-1936, however, indicating that public 
acceptance of the Gestapo and its work accrued later during the “nor- 
mative” peace and victorious war years (66 percent in five of the twelve 
years). A major increase did come in 1935, however, marking a first 
wave of acceptance following stabilization of the regime.°® 

Mann judged 24 percent of these reports to be based on pro- 
nounced loyalty to the regime. In 39 percent, motive could not be deter- 
mined; presumably these included those who informed out of a nonpo- 
litical sense of propriety. The remaining 37 percent derived from 
personal, nonpolitical motives such as revenge or personal gain. Politi- 
cal motives exceeded personal only in 1935 and 1942, but during 
1933-1936, the overall ratio was 13 to 16, political versus personal.*” 
Apparently, the more real everyone perceived the enemies to be, the 
more sincere their motivations. 

For Würzburg, Gellately reports steady increases in denunciations 
of Jews, with a major burst in 1936, following the Nuremberg laws. 
This probably speaks to the success of Nazi propaganda and role mod- 
eling. Of these denunciations, almost 41 percent proved baseless ac- 
cording to Gestapo conclusions,’® which may reflect sincere versus ve- 
nal motives. Such high levels of unreliability apparently characterized 
all public and Party-member denunciations, for Nazi officials and pro- 
fessional police alike originally looked askance at them and did not 
want their institutional identities tainted by denunciations.°? Neverthe- 
less, they proved increasingly essential to repression of nonconformity 
in those private realms into which the state could reach only with great 
difficulty. Also, according to Himmler’s previously quoted admonitions, 
the confidence of the Movement in his SS-police system required it to 
demonstrate responsiveness to Party-generated complaints. Public ac- 
ceptance and support had to be cultivated by a similar responsiveness. 
Thus, the Gestapo found itself devoting increased time to pursuing petty 
complaints and involving itself in petty repressions that it did not gener- 
ate. Ironically, much of its success as an all-seeing instrument of police 
terror derived from functional pressures the leadership never intended. 
Denunciations also created functional pressures that transformed police 
perceptions, defining the “threats” that “society” wanted controlled or 
removed. 

In other words, the Gestapo, like police anywhere, could not do 
its work without public support. In that respect, it was effective. This 
effectiveness was greater in the more excessive or trivial repression, 
however, for that was the area where the public had its only significant 
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contact with “criminals.” As Gellately has concluded, one must ques- 
tion the degree to which the Gestapo should be seen as an instrument 
of terror imposed on German society. The Nazi police state represents 
not so much an aberration of modern policing as the police powers of 
the modern state, carried to a logical extreme based on the dominant 
world view. This is a perspective through which it must be studied. 

As for prescribed Gestapo procedures, aside from ideological diver- 
sions, one must admit that they were good, basic police procedures. 
They even preferred solid investigative work to heavy-handed or “inten- 
sified” interrogation. They did indeed place heavy emphasis on interro- 
gation as a component of investigation, as indicated by the 15-17 per- 
cent rate of interrogation-based cases in the two studies just discussed. 
But interrogation technique relied generally on an understanding of the 
limits of its value, of the psychology involved in extracting information, 
and of the problem of distinguishing what was reliable. The Gestapo 
did include forceful interrogation in its repertoire, subject to periodic 
limitations from above; however, it officially preferred more subtle 
means of persuasion. Although it seems insensitive to the victims who 
actually suffered through it, one must say that the popular image of 
ubiquitous sadistic Gestapo torture is quantitatively exaggerated for the 
period between late 1934 and 1938. Gestapo officials considered brutal 
force “justified” in “extraordinary cases”—for instance, to prevent an 
imminent act of sabotage or to penetrate a dangerous organization. 
Clearly, KPD leaders frequently experienced brutal beatings, even dur- 
ing these more-normative years.°° If one eliminates such “justified” 
cases, and the more or less spontaneous excesses of 1933—1934 (mostly 
at the hands of “wild” NS “police”), what remains of Gestapo brutality 
before 1938 were the excesses of the sort that plague many police 
forces. Himmler was probably justified in comparing the excesses of his 
police to those of other states, including the contemporary United States 
and Britain. Nazi rates of occurrence must have been higher, given the 
radical enforcer philosophy dispensed from above. No one can yet say 
how much higher. Predictably, the Gestapo, from Himmler down, in- 
sisted on dealing internally with reported violations and investigated 
them perfunctorily. But violations were reviewed with an effort to un- 
cover sadistic and undisciplined personnel.*! 

Although the Gestapo interrogator has often been described as 
“schooled in the arts of torture,” nothing relating to such alleged train- 
ing survives. Instead, all training materials focus on the psychology of 
interrogation. All credible descriptions of torture involve crude tech- 
niques, easily learned at levels below official training. Case studies for 
Gestapo post Saarbriicken lead to the conclusion that such methods 
probably did lead to extended arrests in KPD ranks, but they did not 
always produce reliable results, especially when evidence was needed 
for court. Brutality could not compensate for inadequate technique. 
It might have reinforced psychologically the myth of an all-knowing 
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Gestapo, but it did not produce real efficiency. Increased reliance on 
interrogation through torture during the war years reflects the declining 
professionalism of an overextended staff much watered down with neo- 
phytes.°? 

Since Gellately determined that more than 41 percent of denuncia- 
tions in the racially related cases he studied were judged by the Gestapo 
as unfounded, the popular idea that the Gestapo always beat a confes- 
sion out of its suspects becomes questionable. The abuse and humilia- 
tion of Jews, seen increasingly by Gestapo personnel as enemies by 
definition, probably resulted more from overflowing hostility than from 
Gestapo technique. None of this minimizes the significance of Gestapo 
brutality, but rather places that brutality in the context of modern po- 
lice problems, especially those involving minority out-groups and 
racism. 

Much of the alleged efficiency of the Gestapo was supposedly based 
on its extraordinarily thorough system of card files. Many descriptions 
of them exist, focusing usually on one or two file sets, and describing 
their cross-referencing. In fact, there were numerous file systems used 
for diverse purposes, and no single description seems to account for 
all of them. None explains adequately how they allegedly operated so 
efficiently, despite elaborate descriptions of fantastic mechanical ar- 
rangements.’ Before computers, systems of tabs and punch cards al- 
lowed for mechanical extractions from a massive file. But as with com- 
puters, the system was no better than the program’s design, and could 
be nowhere nearly as complex in cross-referencing as modern comput- 
ers allow. There were physical limits to such a system, and the human 
limitations were even greater. All cross-referencing requires a complex 
sequence of decisions, and the more complex the system, the fewer the 
people who can be trained to work it effectively. 

Although early punch-card tabulation machinery had been in use in 
Germany for decades, it was the Nazis who initiated their use to tabu- 
late census and other data sources that could be used for population 
control. Nazi statisticians foresaw a future of efficient population man- 
agement and control through such techniques, and probably contrib- 
uted to the execution of Nazi population policy—that is, genocide.™ It 
is not clear yet when and to what extent the Gestapo possessed or em- 
ployed such machines for its files, although the above-mentioned de- 
scriptions indicate that they played some role. Such primitive computer 
technology would have contributed minimally, however, to the ongoing 
file access that was needed. 

Unsatisfied with the system under Diels, in July 1934 Himmler or- 
dered the establishment of a centralized file system for all of Prussia, 
later extended to the entire Reich. It was based on uniform local files 
maintained by the Gestapo posts, which would forward copies to head- 
quarters. There were two main human subjects files, each cross- 
referenced to other special subject or informational files. Because the 
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two main branches of the Gestapo were separated by the Abwehr- 
police’s veil of secrecy, Department III had its main file (blue cards), 
and Department IV, Abwehr-police, had its separate file (orange cards) 
on persons of interest. Only as late as 1940-1941 did they initiate a 
cross-reference of these two files to eliminate duplicate searches. Each 
Gestapo post had local files, and all were allegedly coordinated with the 
central file system at headquarters.® Increased complexity usually 
comes with more thoroughness, and this system may have consumed 
more man-hours than most Gestapo posts and outposts could generate. 
The Gestapo main file ultimately required 250 clerks to maintain it.°° 

Throughout the early years, Gestapo headquarters or the com- 
mander of the political police frequently called on the field posts to 
compile special files, such as the Judenkartei. This usually signaled in- 
tensified Gestapo attention to such a group and defined them for the 
detectives as “proper suspects.” For instance in the fall of 1934, all 
suspected homosexuals became the target of such an exercise. They 
(males only) were to be divided into convicted, charged but not con- 
victed, and suspected homosexuals.°” Thereafter, in 1935, the punish- 
ments for homosexual offenses were increased, and the Gestapo began 
raiding homosexual gathering places.°® 

Another special file was initiated in February 1936, as Himmler 
pushed to expand his command over all police. He hoped to appeal to 
Hitler’s growing anticipation of war and his belief in the need for a 
force to prevent “another stab in the back.” © Toward that end, Himm- 
ler and Heydrich initiated a project that would show that their police 
would be ready to prevent such a threat. Out of this grew the A-Kartei. 
Heydrich ordered all political police posts to create this special file for 
all residents who should be interred in concentration camps in the event 
of an extraordinary occurrence. He gave this top priority and called for 
a report by the first of May.”° 

Gestapo post leaders were not consistent in tackling this project, 
but given its priority, many erred in overzealousness. For instance, the 
leader at Köln specifically included all dismissed civil servants, separat- 
ists, foreign legionnaires, unsuitable priests and pastors, and Jews.” 
Heydrich may not have received the final results until January 1937, 
over seven months behind schedule. They did not please him. 

Since Prussian posts had reported less than half the suspects per 
capita than posts in other states, he concluded that there was no consis- 
tent definition of “enemies of state.” Characteristically, without provid- 
ing such a definition, he ordered a careful reevaluation of the lists, 
which he apparently considered excessive.’* Since both the original lists 
and the revised lists would have resulted in far more internees than the 
camps could hold, Heydrich’s reaction probably had a purely practical 
base.”* Nevertheless, the political moment had passed and Himmler was 
now chief of all German police, so Heydrich could let the files stand 
until tensions resumed in 1938, when he had to devise a truly work- 
able system. 
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Given all of this, one suspects that Himmler and Heydrich were 
preoccupied with card files as icons of efficiency. That preoccupation 
may well have created both work and information overloads for Ge- 
stapo personnel. 

Other facilities available to the Gestapo were among the best 
criminological-technical resources in the world. Germany had generally 
kept abreast, even pioneering in some areas. Undoubtedly, however, the 
racial-biological trend that increasingly prevailed eroded this position 
as time wore on. For monitoring wireless communications, the Gestapo 
relied on Göring’s Forschungsamt.”* It had its own telephone monitor- 
ing facilities. For the mail, it had liaison with the Post Uberwachungs 
Amt (UWA), which could open any individual or organization’s mail. 
The UWA is reputed to have steamed open and resealed a suspect’s mail 
so well it was undetectable. It delivered the mail to a Gestapo office for 
study. Allegedly, the teamwork was so efficient that the mail was de- 
layed less than half a day. Despite the technology, all such techniques 
required the availability of adequate human resources to collect and 
exploit useful information. No amount of technology could overcome 
the bureaucratic red tape and jurisdictional warfare that occasionally 
derailed these processes.” 

The spy net of the Gestapo also added to its efficiency, but the 
Gestapo depended on its agents less than it relied on private denuncia- 
tions, at least until late in the war. Public belief in the “ever-present” 
Gestapo spies was probably more effective than their real presence, and 
even that belief grew from the private denunciations. Much has been 
written about Gestapo agents and their classification, but its accuracy 
is questionable. Case studies for Gestapo post Saarbriicken indicate that 
the value of its agents, especially against illegal organizations, was 
largely a matter of chance. Overall, the use of agents, their evaluation, 
and their classification changed constantly.’° 

All police use agents or informants, in Germany traditionally called 
Vertrauensleute, V-persons or confidential agents. In the Third Reich, 
the practice differed little from other police practice.” The Gestapo’s 
agents paralleled closely those who inform on organized crime. Unlike 
undercover detectives who actually penetrate an organization, agents 
are persons with some contact with suspects. Roughly they fall into two 
classes: (1)“good citizens” whose contact is incidental, and who serve 
for a variety of reasons not unlike denunciators; (2) implicated persons 
induced to betray their colleagues for either personal gain or promises 
of immunity. Agents differ from occasional informants in that their co- 
operation is ongoing and might involve some remuneration.”8 

For the formative years, surviving records do not indicate any elab- 
orate system of classification; all seem to have been referred to generi- 
cally as either agents or V-persons, with no clear distinction. Initially, 
the use of agents was typically informal, based mostly on the personal 
contacts of individual detectives. What, if any, central coordination 
came over from the Weimar-era political police is not known. Diels’s 
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offices seem to have done little more than issue a very few directives to 
minimize the compromising of secrets and embarrassing incidents with 
agents overscas.’” Shortly after his arrival, Heydrich tried to gain some 
control over potentially embarrassing agents in foreign countries. But 
only at the end of 1935 did Werner Best establish a Reich-wide system 
for warning political police against unreliable agents.°° Clearly in these 
early years, agents provided the Gestapo with no uniquely efficient base. 

At some point, the Nachrichten or Intelligence Departments of Ge- 
stapo headquarters and each field post maintained a file of all their 
official agents, both those who were used as informants, and the more 
officially affiliated Auskunfts-Personen, A-persons, who provided regu- 
lar intelligence reports for an area of personal expertise. These furnished 
much of the basis for the Gestapo situation reports. Intelligence Depart- 
ment files never included all agents, however, for individual detectives 
still maintained their own personal sources.8! The organization of intel- 
ligence agents into files must have improved the Reich-wide coordina- 
tion of political police intelligence. Nevertheless, one must wonder 
about an information overload where it all came together. Typically 
much information is lost in police files around the world because of 
such overloads.®? 

In this respect, another essential perspective for evaluating an orga- 
nization’s effectiveness is the workload that fell on the personnel at the 
cutting edge. From all appearances, this was excessive. According to 
official guidelines, the Gestapo had a workable, bureaucratically regu- 
lated routine that guaranteed that nothing should go astray. Further- 
more, the personnel had an official workweek that compared favorably 
with other police agencies. Except for Wednesday and Saturday, their 
workday began at 8:00 A.M. and ended at 7:00 P.M., with a two-hour 
break from 1:00 to 3:00 P.M.. Wednesdays and Saturdays were half 
days from 8:00 A.M. to 2:00 P.M.. Sundays and holidays were free, and 
standard sick leave and vacations were provided. The leading detective 
officers at a post rotated a week-long duty service (Bereitschaftsdienst) 
during which one of them had to be on call at all times. The rest of the 
staff performed a rotating daily standby service (Dauerdienst) for 
twenty-four hours to receive priority calls and take emergency action. 

Gestapo reports indicate that Heydrich did not greatly exaggerate 
when he claimed that his personnel did extensive overtime, rarely got 
allotted vacations, and still could not keep up with the workload. Sick 
leave resulting from predictable fatigue and normal patterns of illness 
could totally disrupt badly understaffed posts. For instance, while still 
an independent state force, the Braunschweig Political Police reported 
in November 1934, six months after its creation, that it was under- 
staffed, sorely overworked, and inadequately housed.®* 

With only fifteen men, they had assumed in the first six months 
extensive new responsibilities. These included monitoring all military 
facilities and their civilian employees, all persons released from civil ser- 
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vice under the new laws, all licensed peddlers, foreigners, deserters, and 
returned foreign legionnaires; evaluating all entrants into military and 
voluntary work service and all applicants for travel passes; monitoring 
all presses and publications; and maintaining a standby service for the 
teletype link with Berlin established for sensitive matters relating to the 
Röhm purge. In its first five months this agency processed 1,800 docu- 
ments, 500 informational requests from Reich and Abwehr posts, about 
500 administrative-technical proceedings, about 1,400 reports on en- 
trants into military and work service and evaluations of officers for gov- 
ernment and Party agencies, about 400 postal investigations, and about 
4,000 new entries into the main card file. In addition, they made 
seventy-five arrests, of which sixty-two had been ordered by justice au- 
thorities.?° For fifteen men, this was clearly an impossible load, but un- 
til a fully centralized Reich-wide Gestapo was established, any ministry 
or high Party office, any regional governor could contribute assign- 
ments. 

Until 1935, these fifteen men worked in nine rooms in a closed 
section of an old ministry building. By spring 1936, a thirty-six-man 
force had expanded into twenty-one rooms spread across two floors. 
Many months after this agency had become the Gestapo post Braunsch- 
weig in the new Reich Gestapo, it remained below its budgeted allot- 
ment for personnel and from 36 to 60 percent behind in its case loads 
and paperwork. Such problems were described as typical of other 
posts.*6 

The outpost at Bückeburg under Gestapo post Bielefeld covered the 
little state, Schaumburg-Lippe, whose “political police” had been incor- 
porated into the Prussian Gestapo in 1934. As late as March 1936, this 
outpost consisted of one detective responsible for political work, as- 
sisted by a Gendarmerie candidate, and working in conjunction with a 
detective responsible for regular work. The political detective reported 
that during the first three months, he and his assistant had received 486 
orders from various Gestapo and other state agencies. The majority of 
them were not simple enquiries, but required numerous procedures, in- 
terrogations of witnesses and suspects, inquiries, seizures, and arrests. 
Between 1930 and 1933, he and his fellow detective alone had handled 
an average of 850 cases and inquiries a year. In 1934, they handled 
1,037 Kripo and 254 Gestapo affairs. Working alone in 1935 he had 
1,446 Gestapo assignments. His share of the load was no longer bear- 
able.” Even if one assumes that everyone exaggerates his problems, 
these examples reveal a force dangerously overextended, if it had indeed 
been doing work truly crucial to national security. The officer at Biicke- 
burg was so preoccupied by external directives that he could not have 
had time to uncover local threats. 

Clearly a post leader had to make judgments of priority in handling 
cases or directives that were not already prioritized by headquarters. 
Thus, when Gestapo post Frankfurt used inadequate staffing as excuse 
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to defer action on an order from Diels to create a Judenkartei, while 
the Kassel post acted promptly, it was no unique violation of orders. 
Where no clear priority was established, Gestapo directives could stay 
on hold indefinitely. Although Heydrich, Best, and Miiller would try to 
minimize such problems of control, they probably never had adequate 
resources to do so. Certainly during the war years worse situations ac- 
crued. For instance, in 1943, when Gestapo headquarters (RSHA IV) 
ordered the fusion of the political (blue) and Abwehr (orange) files, 
most posts allegedly deferred action.®® 

Apparently, overload perennially undermined Gestapo efficiency. 
This is basically the conclusion drawn by Mallmann and Paul from their 
case study of Gestapo post Saarbriicken. They depict a staff so over- 
worked by reports and filing that they could do little real detective 
work. They relied heavily on preliminary work by uniformed police and 
denunciations to build their cases. Outsiders assigned by a national bu- 
reaucracy, they never got to know their territory. They wrote reports 
that depicted extensive knowledge and contact, but their real work was 
spotty. For good reasons, Gestapo headquarters did not always trust 
the evaluations of its field posts. The goal of all-seeing eyes created an 
unrealistic workload that produced a Gestapo whose efficiency was sim- 
ply hit or miss.°? 

Of course, the major instruments for the efficient repression of op- 
position were the combination of protective custody and concentration 
camp. Throughout the early years, local SA leaders, Frick, Göring, and 
Himmler had waged among themselves a running battle over control of 
these two weapons. After Himmler’s appointment as inspector of the 
Gestapo in April 1934, for all practical purposes he controlled both, 
and all remaining maneuvers proved futile. 

Legally, Gestapo headquarters had to approve all protective cus- 
tody actions. At headquarters, the Schutzhaft desk processed proposals 
from the Gestapo posts or a headquarters specialist and forwarded them 
to Miiller, who allegedly decided which were processed through the 
courts and which simply went directly to a camp. If the proposal was 
not approved, the arrestee had to be released after eight days. Every 
three months the case was supposed to be reviewed to determine if na- 
tional security still warranted detention. In each case this required the 
Schutzhaft desk to collect and review the recommendations of the rele- 
vant camp commandant, the appropriate expert at headquarters, and 
the field post that had initiated the arrest. No matter how perfunctorily 
they performed the actual process, such regulations generated much 
time-consuming paperwork at all levels. Shortly after Heydrich’s arrival 
at the Gestapo, the Röhm purge had generated massive arrests, and the 
control system broke down so badly that he could not get an accurate 
count of internees for several months. He had to order yet another card 
file into existence, the Schutzhaftkartei.?° 

In contrast with the image of the camps as a black hole into which 
internees disappeared forever, most cases of protective custody were ap- 
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parently short-term, “educational” experiences. At least this was true 
during the period of “normality” between 1934 and 1939. For instance, 
during the spring of 1934, the Bavarian Political Police reported an av- 
erage of 169 arrests and 247 releases per two-week period—they were 
reducing internees after the initial terror. Between late 1935 and mid- 
1936, they incarcerated 504 persons and released 417. During several 
weeks in the fall of 1936, after becoming Gestapo posts, they incarcer- 
ated 184 and released 103.7! With arrest requests and quarterly reports 
on each accumulated case, even with hardened cases handled perfuncto- 
rily, these five posts generated a mountain of paper for protective cus- 
tody arrests alone. 

Contrary to the regulations, they used protective custody freely to 
remove permanently all serious threats to society. Any accused whom 
the courts released on technicalities or who got “too light sentences” 
was rearrested on release and spirited to a camp. Communist leaders 
and second offenders faced long, often permanent stays, and they along 
with Jews were slated for more severe treatment.” If such terror did 
not avert determined resistance, it reduced the resisters in number. 

Protective custody also served the purpose of “public education.” 
Most political internees were successfully portrayed as enemies of social 
and national security. When a price gouger or an exploitative or irre- 
sponsible employer disappeared into the camps for a short stay,” that 
encouraged the public to associate the Gestapo-camp system with righ- 
teous justice. That in turn encouraged denunciations based on all mo- 
tives. The detectives responded to such denunciations righteously when- 
ever they proved well founded, and they could feel good about it. 

Furthermore, the detective and the administrative bureaucrats in- 
volved could tell themselves that this was all done according to law. 
The detective’s arrest had to be approved by a higher authority who 
decided the fate of the internee. When they turned the internee over to 
the separately administered camps, conditions there were somebody 
else’s responsibility. If an internee got lost in the system and never came 
out, if someone suffered unjustly or inhumanely, no one person was to 
blame. No one felt responsibility, for no one had responsibility in such 
a bureaucratic maze. Like so many other aspects of Sipo and SD, the 
link with the camps enabled one to “do his job” without threats to his 


institutional identity. The dirty work was somebody else’s responsi- 
bility.”4 


Preliminary Conclusions 


From the short-range perspective, the Gestapo was efficient and 
successful—at least the political purge of German society succeeded. 
The initial blast of 1933—1934 that broke the spirit of much opposition 
derived, however, from the revolutionary terrorism that the police were 
hard pressed to control. Initial success against the KPD came essentially 
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from exploitation of political police work done before 1933 and from 
the local Nazis’ intimate knowledge of their enemies. Himmler’s politi- 
cal police elaborated on this success to the point of destroying the KPD 
as a centralized German organization by 1935. Walter Ulbricht had to 
move what remained to Prague, and the KPD operated primarily from 
foreign soil. By 1936, it could only smuggle propaganda and work 
through small, scattered cells; the Third Reich was secure.’ Himmler’s 
claims to the contrary were exaggerations to justify his organization. 

If the destruction of the Communist threat and even the Socialists 
came naturally to conservative-nationalist detectives, their transforma- 
tion into the persecutors of Jews and many other victims requires more 
explanation. For the conventionally anti-Semitic, Jews were merely dis- 
dained. The Nazi world view required that they learn to see the Jews at 
the root of almost every problem. This is not to say that as early as 
1933 or 1935 the NS leaders prepared the Gestapo for the Final Solu- 
tion. They did, however, need police to execute any solutions that might 
be ordered, including a cleansing of the Reich. 

From 1933 to 1938, the political police had a limited role in Jewish 
persecution. Of course they enforced laws that became increasingly det- 
timental to the Jews, who were disproportionately subjected to police 
surveillance, raids, and arrests as assumed enemies of the Volk. Most 
such action was precipitated by zealous informants and frequently re- 
sulted in dismissal of charges after what the victims must have seen as 
calculated police harassment, especially when they fell to the mercy of 
over-zealous employees. Ironically, some cases of Schutzhaft were in- 
deed protective custody of several days because of “popular” threats to 
the person’s security.”° Regardless of the motive for that “protection,” 
the victim would have perceived calculated harassment. In such ways 
the detectives became involved in the early persecution and increasingly 
perceived Jews as the appropriate target of suspicion and a growing 
popular hostility that “must have been earned.” 

Generalizations about early Gestapo involvement have to be made 
with caution, for the extent of attention devoted to Jews varied greatly 
among field posts in 1933 and 1934, if not later. Prime determinants 
were the post leader and regional police authorities. For instance, com- 
paring two posts for which records from early 1933 survive, Hannover 
and Kassel, one sees distinct differences up to the summer of 1934. 
Thereafter, under Himmler and Heydrich, more uniformity ensued.”” 

The police president of Hannover until 1936 was Johann Habbens, 
former head of the political police department and a secret collaborator 
with the Nazis before 1933. The first two heads of his Gestapo post 
were administrative civil servants and nationalists. Only under the lead- 
ership of Dr. Ewald Hasstert, who arrived in October 1934, did post 
Hannover report on the Jewish problem in ways more appropriate to a 
proper Gestapo stance. The first SS officer to command the post, Paul 
Kanstein, did not arrive until 1935.7° 
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The reports of both the police president and the post paid no atten- 
tion to Jews throughout 1933. Thereafter, a couple of reports indicated 
no illegal activities in the Jewish community and spoke positively of the 
Reichsbund Jiidische Frontsoldaten. Throughout 1934 and 1935, re- 
ports on incidents directed against Jews increased, with Hasstert partici- 
pating in the coverup of NS crimes for which “the culprits could not be 
identified.” He also reported with more appropriate approval on Zion- 
ists advocating emigration and disapproval of the assimilationists like 
the Reichsbund. Eventually, Kanstein displayed increasing concern over 
the proper education of the Volk to the Jewish threat and frequently 
described the victimization of Jews as well earned.?? Thus, the detec- 
tives of Hannover experienced a gradual evolution in official interpreta- 
tions of the “Jewish problem” as expressed by their superiors. 

In contrast, post Kassel was continually under SA General Pfeffer 
von Salomon as police president and after July 1933 also head of the 
post.!°° He asserted his personal influence over the post and provided a 
proper NS stance on Jews. As soon as he took over, Pfeffer’s reports 
frequently contained whole sections on Jewry. +°" The guidelines for re- 
ports under which all Gestapo posts operated referred simply to “ene- 
mies of the state,” specifically conventional political parties and move- 
ments. Professional civil servants like those at Hannover would not 
include Jewish or religious organizations, except for overtly political 
exceptions. For a Nazi like Pfeffer, however, Jews automatically came 
along with Communists, Socialists, and Liberals. 

His behavior was certainly encouraged from headquarters, for Diels 
repeatedly ordered the posts to create files on Jewish associations and 
all politically active Jews as threats to national security. Unlike those 
posts that continued to read this as low priority and deferred action, 
Pfeffer put his people promptly to work and soon bragged of his prog- 
ress.'°? His detectives got an early and proper NS orientation on Jews 
as appropriate targets of Gestapo suspicion. Under Heydrich guidelines 
for reports mandated routine coverage of Jews,'®* creating a more uni- 
form emphasis across the Gestapo. 

As soon as Himmler had settled the more real threat from Röhm, 
he turned to the Jewish threat in talks to policemen. He clearly ex- 
pressed the racist ideology that should shape all future criminological 
theory and detective work. As the lieutenants primarily responsible for 
the political police, both Heydrich and Best embraced this theme and 
almost exceeded their boss in a drive to pass on that vision to their 
police charges. 

Among Best’s early acts in office was to issue a general directive on 
the role of the Gestapo in developing attitudes toward Jews. Specifically, 
he ordered Gestapo personnel to adhere rigidly to Party guidelines 
against patronizing Jewish businesses and professionals.!°+ This order 
served a double purpose in transforming detectives. It established anti- 
Semitism and racial prejudice as social norms worthy of propagation. It 
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also created a depersonalizing barrier between the executor of police 
action and his potential target. Eliminating his personal contact with 
Jews helped dehumanize them into abstract enemies. 

The surviving records of Desk II ıB2, the section responsible for 
Jews, Freemasons, and immigrants, reveal an escalation of interest in 
the Jews during 1935. Until August, records cover only specific actions 
such as bans on individual Jewish professors, or the abolition or surveil- 
lance of particular Jewish organizations. Then, however, Heydrich, un- 
satisfied with the haphazard work under Diels, reinstated orders for the 
creation of a Judenkartei that gradually expanded from Diels’s pro- 
posed coverage to include every Jew, even the “camouflaged Jew.” 1% 

During the summer and fall of 1935, field reports depicted steadily 
mounting numbers of “popular” actions against Jews, ostensibly based 
on the success of NS propaganda in educating the public to “Jewish 
chicanery.” Then the actions decreased dramatically after the Nuremb- 
erg Laws, and reports monitored increased emigration with approval. 
Meanwhile, during the escalation of “popular” anti-Semitic actions, the 
police had found themselves typically in the middle. Gestapo posts re- 
ported regularly that they were required to protect Jews and their prop- 
erty from both “righteous” public outbursts and Nazi excesses. They 
complained of mixed signals from Party and state: the Party agitating 
and educating against Jews; the state agencies showing more concern 
over repercussions and expecting the police to maintain law and order. 
Apparently the Hannover post at Jeast outwardly tried to enforce the 
law, while Pfeffer bent the law more freely. After the Nuremberg Laws, 
both worked with local Nazis to restore order.!°° Heydrich ordered the 
posts to cooperate with state agencies to expedite emigration and to 
deter the return of such emigrants by sending any to a concentration 
camp. !07 

Although the Nuremberg Laws may have decreased “popular” ex- 
cesses against Jews, they increased Gestapo involvement in persecution. 
Whereas before most cases of alleged race defilement were precipitated 
and extralegally handled by local Party and SA, with the Gestapo in- 
tervening to “protect the victims,” the now illegal act was reported to 
the Gestapo for prosecution. Gellately’s study of the Gestapo post at 
Wiirtzburg (Bavarian Political Police up to 1936) shows major escala- 
tions of cases of both race defilement and friendship with Jews during 
1936. Fifty-six percent of its race defilement cases were handled be- 
tween 1936 and 1938. Sixty-two percent of such cases for which the 
source of information is known were based on reports from the general 
population. Another 27 percent grew out of the interrogations that en- 
sued. Thirty-six percent were found to be baseless. In other words, the 
Gestapo increasingly devoted its limited resources to the pursuit of 
“race-defiling” Jews, arresting and interrogating those brought to their 
attention by the “righteous indignation” of the public.’ 
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The Jewish question added progressively to the pressures at work 
on the future executioners. Increasingly aroused against “the enemy,” 
they were denied action except within the parameters of official orders, 
rarely severe and decisive. Thus any opportunity for sharp action must 
have unleashed considerable tension in a burst of barely restrained hos- 
tility. By the time conditions had ripened for decisive action against 
“the Jewish enemy,” many of the Gestapo should have been well pre- 
pared for each new step. Then the pogrom of 1938 provided a major 
step, but no significant Gestapo leadership, except the arrest of thou- 
sands of Jews to restore order.!°? 

The upshot of this process from 1933 through 1938 was that anti- 
Semitic propaganda, role-modeling by Nazi extremists, and illegal Nazi 
excesses justified or required legislation to define Jews and limit their 
rights. Then the police and courts assumed the burden of “legally” man- 
aging the Jewish Problem. For the police, that defined the Jews as pub- 
lic enemies. 

If a Jew pursued a profit with the same zeal as an Aryan, he was a 
price gouger or labor abuser. If he courted an Aryan like any other 
man, he violated the laws of nature and subverted the genetic strength 
of the nation. Once the police were required to act on all such reports 
and prosecutors pursued them more seriously, the statistical evidence of 
such “misbehavior” mounted precipitously. All involved in law enforce- 
ment confronted “concrete evidence” of what the Nazis propagated as 
reality. Once in power, the Nazis naturally made their world view a 
reality. In this respect, they were no different than any other establish- 
ment. What was revolutionary was the rapidity with which they relegiti- 
mized prejudices made suspect by two centuries of Enlightenment and 
Liberal ideology. 

The police role in all this was not extraordinary. It was simply po- 
lice work taken to whatever conclusions the state developed. The men 
of the Gestapo participated in this process because of their roles. As 
policemen, they saw themselves as the servant-shapers of their society: 
an active, constructive role that requires one to respond to problems 
correctively. One corrective involved educating the good citizens whose 
whole-hearted cooperation is essential to combating crime and other 
affronts to public order. Meanwhile, bombarded with evidence of the 
threat both from above, through indoctrination, and from below, in the 
form of public complaints, old prejudices against Jews, Gypsies, homo- 
sexuals, or whatever became “reality” for the policeman. Ultimately, 
attacking the source of “crime” involved eliminating its evil “subhu- 
man” source. Such can be the psychosocial consequences of police 
work; they are functional processes that, if unchecked, can move a soci- 
ety to directing police terror at out-groups. 

One record of a resistant professional policeman caught in this 
transformation has survived. A war veteran, Polizeirat, and former DNP 
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activist joined the Nazi Party in 1931 and entered SS and Gestapo ser- 
vice in 1933. As senior SD member in Gestapo post Berlin, he lead its 
Sipo-SD post. Although Sipo and SD colleagues respected him for his 
character and NS commitments, in November 1935 the SD Main Office 
recommended that the Gestapo release him as politically unsuitable. He 
did not accept the solution of the Jewish problem as essential to the NS 
world view. He had even spoken against the Stürmer for its crude anti- 
Semitic propaganda.''® This case shows the growing pressure on police 
professionals by 1935. They accepted the definition of the Jew as an 
enemy of society and the proper target for special police attention, or 
they lost their position in police service. 

Returning to Gestapo efficiency at extreme or petty repression, one 
finds in Martin Broszat’s study of protective custody arrestees in 1935 
and 1936 that approximately 20 percent were for “subversive re- 
marks,” spreading rumors, insulting leaders, and so forth. Even among 
the remainder of cases, the majority were for propagandizing or other 
activities on behalf of enemy organizations or for suspicion of enemy 
affıliations.!!! In other words, the political police, while making fewer 
arrests, directed them increasingly at petty offenders and an overblown 
enemy. 

The image emerges of a Gestapo overwhelmed by informing, over- 
zealous, “good citizens.” Although they had to ignore many complaints 
as insignificant or based on questionable motives, the Gestapo had to 
act on most of them to preserve public and Party faith in their “effi- 
ciency” and “reliability.” Consequently, the greatest testament to the 
efficiency of the Gestapo was the necessity to devote increasing energy 
to campaigns against helpless “enemies” like gossips, grumblers, Gyp- 
sies, and Jews as a raison d’etre. For the short term, real internal prob- 
lems had been sufficiently eliminated. 

The resultant police state was indeed an efficient “instrument of 
terror.” But it was not the terror of an efficient bureaucratic and tech- 
nological machine that knew all. Its energy worked in ways few if any 
understood, and it frequently drove in directions no one planned. 
Though it could be thorough when focused by priority directives from 
above, it more frequently ground up its victims randomly. Most of its 
work was a mindless, normative routine of processing endless moun- 
tains of paper. Few had time to think about what they did, much less 
its social or ethical consequences. One merely rushed to keep up with 
endless, mundane requests and assignments. A relatively small part of 
the organization’s energy was available to discover on its own initiative 
true problems of national security. Reality diverged greatly from the 
intentions of the creators, while they were rarely forced to see that real- 
ity behind the facade they had created. The Gestapo responded to their 
highest priority commands with reasonable efficiency, and it ground 
away mindlessly at “ideological enemies” otherwise. 
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Nevertheless, a combination of bravado about an all-seeing Ge- 
stapo and a paranoid exaggeration of an all-pervasive enemy provided 
both the general public and Gestapo personnel with justification for 
actions that most considered necessary evils. If Gestapo personnel were 
so socially and psychologically diverse that they defy most previous 
analyses to explain their roles, then that justification of necessary evil 
may provide a key to their transformation. It certainly provided a tran- 
scending mission that could justify otherwise unacceptable acts. Here 
routinization and the complexity of membership provided special 
branches or less respectable functionaries to perform the “dirty work” 
without tainting “the organization” that provided ego identity. If one 
could not justify an action as necessary, one still could deny personal 
responsibility for any unacceptable “side effects” to which he did not 
directly contribute. Though the leadership bore the burden of responsi- 
bility for such consequences, it could remain worthy of obedience be- 
cause it had to put national interests first at any price. 

Gestapo personnel divided sharply between the socially and educa- 
tionally privileged or professionally established, and those who lacked 
any hope of status or security outside their Gestapo careers. The major- 
ity of the latter came in from below as employees, and almost always 
with some NS affiliation. Many were dedicated NS enforcers, commit- 
ted to cleansing and strengthening the nation—“idealists” of sorts. Al- 
though many would have taken any job of comparable salary and sta- 
tus, one should use the label “opportunists” with caution. A few files 
reveal clearly amoral persons who feathered their nests at every oppor- 
tunity. Most, however, derived some fulfillment from a career of service 
to the nation and to some NS cause that they embraced. Their lower 
functionary status and their formative environments probably did con- 
demn them to roles of blindly obedient factotums. Yet even they needed 
immersion in the complex legitimizing processes to prepare them for 
their later roles. 

Among the other extreme—those with status to qualify for middle 
or upper ranks—widely differing dispositions created diverse but no less 
binding identities with the Gestapo. This group ranged from middle- 
rank professional detectives to law-trained civil servants: some with es- 
tablished careers, others just out of university and looking for promising 
starts. Again, one should not apply the label “opportunist” too easily. 

Although the detective may have seen the Gestapo or SS as a route 
for personal advancement, service in these organizations also enhanced 
his ability to serve society effectively. In any profession, self and service 
become inseparable enough to provide ethical traps in even the most 
mundane circumstances. In this case, the common denominators of na- 
tionalism, anti-Communism, and a general combativeness toward any- 
thing that weakened national strength created powerful personal link- 
ages that carried over from traditional detective to Gestapo and finally 
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SS work. The professional wedded to “apolitical” scientific methodol- 
ogy may have had a few more defenses than the radical enforcer, but 
once those defenses were weakened, the linkages between ego and insti- 
tution that professional images provided may have blinded him even 
more effectively. 

Much the same applies to those with juridical qualifications for im- 
mediate, high status. The social analysis of this group performed by 
Gunner Boehnert demonstrated that the largest number rushed to join 
the cause during the fourteen months between Hitler’s appointment and 
the Röhm purge. The flow thereafter grew in proportion to the estab- 
lishment of the SS and police system as a legitimate state agency of 
public service and prestigious careers. Among these men, recent college 
graduates predominated. Gestapo-SS-SD offered them the best hope of 
achievement. !!* 

Here again, the delicate balance between opportunism and profes- 
sional service baited the trap. As Boehnert demonstrated, men of status 
served Himmler by “ennobling” the SS. Their membership lent social 
prestige while simultaneously giving him leverage to ensure their loyalty 
to the regime. Yet to include them, Himmler had to compromise SS 
standards and doctrine. These men adhered to values formed in the 
Wilhelmine and Weimar eras, and the system had to remain normative 
enough to involve them. Although this slowed the “revolution,” that 
seeming normalization drew them on. They then contributed to the sys- 
tem that would produce their successors, more fully imbued with SS 
values.'!? Many such men undoubtedly sought to hold the SS and police 
system on a more proper course, but their success brought ironic 
twists—not least of which were the ensnaring organizational identities 
they themselves spun. 





From Kripo 
to Sipo 


The 1936 inclusion of the regular Kripo detectives in Sipo adds a larger, 
allegedly more professional and less ideological group of detectives to 
this already complex analysis. Though the avowed political aloofness of 
these detectives requires skeptical analysis, its half-truth enhances the 
argument that processes rather than predisposition provide better expla- 
nations for their involvement in NS inhumanity. With that in mind, one 
must turn to Kripo—to its organization, mission, image, and personnel, 
and their transformation into members of Sipo. 

Although no modern society ever seems to have enough detectives, 
Germany was comparatively well off when the Nazis came to power. 
Approximately 12,000 detectives were in the service of the states. All 
were stationed in cities, for the Gendarmerie did the spade work on 
criminal cases in the countryside. Berlin, at about one detective per 
1,800 inhabitants, had more than twice as many detectives per capita 
as comparable capitals like London and Paris. Major non-Prussian cities 
averaged one detective per 2,600 inhabitants.! 

During their first year, the Nazis in Prussia purged only 103 detec- 
tives or about 1.5 percent. In the entire Reich, more than 11,500 detec- 
tives remained in service.” The most significant cause of attrition from 
regular crime fighting was transfer into the political police. Out of the 
original 10,000 detectives in Prussia, 1,400 went quickly to the Ge- 
stapo. By October 1935, only about 8,000 remained, and an additional 
50 were on call to create the new Gestapo post for the Saar. The Kripo 
department at Wilhelmshaven lost one-third (three) of its detective ser- 
geants and had to share its one officer with the local Gestapo. The men 
lost were apparently the younger, for most of the remainder (four of 
six) were between the ages of 57 and 59, approaching retirement, and 
one was chronically ill. In June 1934, the department reported that it 
could bear no more plundering of its ranks.? 

Kripo officials sorely resented the high-handed use of Kripo as a 
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personnel pool for the Gestapo. The Gestapo continually drew its detec- 
tives from Kripo ranks without regard for the effect. What was worse, 
they allegedly sought to replace these draftees with detectives dumped 
from the Gestapo as unsuitable—for instance, men who had been drunk 
on duty, or poorly qualified and inadequately trained recruits from Old 
Fighter ranks. Kripo considered Gestapo-trained detectives so poor that 
they refused to accept them with equal Kripo rank. They wanted to 
accept only men expelled from the Gestapo as “politically unsuitable.” 
They argued that not only should the Gestapo have to rely on its own 
recruitment and training, but that it should return to Kripo standards.* 

In 1935, to supplement Kripo forces, the Reich minister of the 
interior ordered the expansion of detective forces in the municipal po- 
lice—a way of shifting the tax burden. He set a uniform ratio that pro- 
vided coverage for cities without a Kripo department. Of course, Nazis 
also wanted to rebuild the Kripo, but as late as 1939, the Reich Kripo 
still numbered only about 12,200. It had not kept up with population 
growth.’ 

Nevertheless, Kripo may not have been overworked, for Reich cen- 
tralization may have rationalized the distribution of staff, and conven- 
tional crime rates continued to decline. As a base scale, we have a work- 
time study of the detective force of the small state of Lippe, done in 
1931. The little force of eleven detectives worked with an average popu- 
lation ratio of about 1:4,000 urban inhabitants. They handled 47 felon- 
ies and 384 misdemeanors during a three-month period. The men aver- 
aged between 59 and 65 hours per week when not on vacation or sick 
leave.ć Obviously they put in much overtime. Compared with this 1931 
norm, the reduced forces of the Nazi era ostensibly benefited from 
greater standardization. The official office hours posted for the Prussian 
Kripo Post at Hannover in 1935 were from 8:00 A.M. to 1:00 P.M. and 
4:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. daily. During 1939-1940, Lippe fell under the 
supervision of the central Kripo post at Dortmund, which had for its 
area a total of 164 working detectives who handled 613 felonies, claim- 
ing a 95 percent success rate. Reich-wide, 12,682 working detectives 
handled 20,561 felonies, claiming an 82 percent success rate. Of course, 
such cases are a small part of the working detective’s load, but it seems 
to have been considerably reduced.’ 

Until June 1936, the transformation of the detectives into Nazi po- 
lice moved slowly. Both reorganization and the extent of NS control 
had developed as a product of the power struggle over the police. Until 
1936 Himmler had wisely concentrated his energies on the political po- 
lice, while his competitors dispersed theirs among all the different po- 
lice. Reich Interior Minister Frick came closest to consolidating control 
over a Reich-wide Kripo. He planned to use it as justification for elimi- 
nating a separate political police, thereby breaking Himmler’s power 
base in the police. Thus, most Kripo forces remained relatively free of 
SS influence and penetration until after 1936. 
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As early as February 1933, Frick’s ministry sponsored a study of 
the Kripo of the states. They repeated the process again in September 
1934 as the ministry began to work openly toward centralization. 
Meanwhile, Himmler had pulled the political detectives out from under 
Frick’s encroaching net and brought them under his own order as com- 
mander of the Political Police of the States and inspector of the Gestapo. 
To counter, Frick’s people had removed Arthur Nebe from Gestapo 
headquarters and set him up as head to the Prussian State Kripo Office 
(LKPA). Long before the Nazis, the LKPA had served as the de facto 
Reich-central for coordinating intelligence on most crimes. Though it 
remained technically subordinate to the Berlin police president, they 
gave it special direct advisory status in the Reich Interior Ministry. They 
intended to develop it as a Reich Kripo headquarters that would eventu- 
ally reabsorb the political police.® 

When Himmler became chief of all German police in June 1936, 
he turned the tables. Building on Frick and Nebe’s work, he rapidly 
consolidated the LKPA into a Reich Kripo Office, included it with Ge- 
stapo headquarters under the Sipo Main Office, and consolidated all the 
Kripo departments of the states into posts under its authority.” Then SS 
command and penetration began, along with infusion of a Himmlerian 
variant of the NS world view that had already begun to permeate Kripo. 

Well before 1936, the Nazis had already affected Kripo work. Out- 
wardly, it remained normative detective work. Kripo had to control the 
same elements and behavior that concern all modern societies, and they 
devoted modern criminological methods to that work. From all appear- 
ances, changes in regime had not significantly affected their professional 
service. The transformations that had occurred by 1935 related to “le- 
gal” improvements in the control of crime. 

Nevertheless, Nazi efforts to build a unified and more efficient 
Kripo involved a transformation of ideas about crime fighting and the 
role of the police.’® Like the unification of Kripo, that transformation 
was as much a product of ongoing trends in Germany as it was of NS 
ideas. But because it did not figure significantly in the power struggles 
over the police, it developed smoothly from an ideological conjunction 
among Nazis, their allies, and policemen. The transformation evolved 
from initiatives taken in Prussia by Göring, Frick, Daluege, and Nebe 
before 1936, then escalated under Himmler’s uniform, Reich-wide 
command." 

This transformation was twofold. On the one hand, police crime 
fighting shifted from its primarily reactive posture to preventive inter- 
vention against professional criminals and habitual offenders. On the 
other, it involved a shift in the ideological underpinnings of criminologi- 
cal theory. Although ideas about the roots of crime differed as much 
among Germans as elsewhere, a general balance between environmental 
and biological determinism prevailed. Since Hitler had embraced this 
balance, the general Party line agreed that some criminals become in- 
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volved incidentally and could be reformed by education, or scared 
straight: hence, short stays in concentration camps for most—what one 
might call “severe-shock incarceration.” Others, however, were inher- 
ently deviants, and the only cure was their removal in one way or an- 
other. Among Nazis, racist ideology blended with crimino-biological 
theories that supported a belief in hereditary criminality.'? The success- 
ful shift to racial perspectives in crimino-biological theory was basically 
a Nazi contribution, but the overall shift to preventive crime fighting 
grew from a broadly based consensus. 

As champions of law and order, the Nazis had promised to restore 
effective crime prevention and the moral fiber of society. During the 
early 1930s, Germans suffered from hysteria over an allegedly growing 
crime wave and moral decay. Actually, by 1928, the general crime index 
in Germany had dropped about 50 percent from a high in 1923, re- 
bounding only about ro percent during 1929 and 1930. Thereafter, the 
general decline resumed, dropping below the 1928 level by 1933. The 
depression figured more strongly in the short upswing than did any 
breakdown of morality. Nevertheless, sensational press coverage, dema- 
goguery, a public fixation on a true increase in theft, robbery, and orga- 
nized crime (as opposed to overall crime), along with the general pessi- 
mism of the era, produced the hysteria. Stung by public criticism of 
their alleged ineffectiveness, detectives found a concordance with right- 
wing politicians in a call to end liberal constitutional restrictions that 
tied their hands and soft-hearted penal theories that coddled criminals. 
Thus, from 1933, Nazis and their conservative allies among the jurists 
and policemen worked together well in mounting a campaign for an 
effective, cost-efficient assault on crime and immoral behavior by strik- 
ing at its alleged roots—professional criminals and habitual sexual of- 
fenders. In this endeavor, they won great popular support through well- 
publicized claims of success, which in turn justified the concentration 
camps, their harsh regimen, and almost unlimited authority for police 
intervention." 

The assault on professional criminals (third-time offenders), va- 
grants, prostitutes, and repeat sex offenders began in Prussia with legis- 
lation and decrees that went into effect at the beginning of 1934. Repeat 
offenders got more severe sentences, vagrants and prostitutes could be 
committed to work houses and labor camps, and courts could impose 
up to three years of “security custody” on persons deemed an imminent 
threat to society. Kripo was also empowered to impose “preventive po- 
lice custody” on those known as professional criminals, habitual sexual 
offenders, and imminent threats to the community, even if they had not 
committed a new offense since the new legislation. This conspicuously 
paralleled protective custody used against political criminals, whom pre- 
ventive custody internees joined in the concentration camps. Subsequent 
decrees in 1934 and 1935 expanded the targeted population and added 
the power of police “preventive surveillance,” which allowed Kripo 
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posts to impose curfews and limit the activity of people they considered 
redeemable if allowed to work in society.!* 

All these actions depended largely on Kripo’s distinguishing the ir- 
redeemable criminal and degenerate from the redeemable. Increasingly, 
crimino-biological theory provided the basis for this judgment, which 
under Himmler would boil down to Nazi racial theory. Not only did 
racial prejudices affect Kripo decisions, but so could other social and 
cultural assumptions. Meanwhile, they mixed sociopaths indiscrimi- 
nately with all who had problems conforming, and police terror was 
the only prescribed treatment. The only protection one had against such 
police powers lay in the sense of professional restraint of the police 
and juridical civil servants. To understand fully the involvement of the 
detectives as active agents in their own transformation, we badly need 
a comparative study of their profession’s social and criminological per- 
ceptions from the Wilhelmine to the Nazi era. 

As a measure of the extent of this early transformation, by the end 
of 1935, the LKPA reported that 492 persons (3 women) were in pre- 
ventive police custody. An additional 139 had left police custody: some 
by release, some by death, some by transfer to security (court-imposed) 
custody. Under preventive surveillance were 801 persons (32 women), 
38 of whom had been released from concentration camps. For an addi- 
tional 228, preventive surveillance had been lifted, and for 12 security 
custody had been imposed by the courts. Of course, the Nazis and 
Kripo took credit for the decline in thefts and robbery, attributing it to 
their new, decisive powers of intervention. Undoubtedly their activities 
had destroyed criminal organizations, but improved economy and polit- 
ical stability also accounted for the falling rate of crimes against 
property.!> 

Most other states adopted Prussia’s preventive crime fighting, with 
encouragement from Frick’s Ministry of Interior. Likewise, the Reich 
and Prussian Ministries of Justice set no obstacles in the way of this 
“progress,” 16 for these developments did not involve uncontrolled Party 
radicals or the threat of Himmler’s growing power. All such procedures 
were conducted by professional civil servants in the administration, ju- 
diciary, and police “within the law” and with “proper” internal con- 
trols that allegedly guarded against abuse. Riding on Nazi and conser- 
vative rejection of liberal guarantees to individual rights, Kripo 
detectives had risen above the laws of restraint without seeing them- 
selves as in any way corrupted by Nazi excesses or ideology. They were 
now free to do what was necessary to protect society. For this they were 
duly thankful to the new national regime, and embraced those of its 
ideas which overlapped their own. The way was paved for further trans- 
formations.” 

Despite strong parallels with the Gestapo’s unrestrained power, 
Kripo detectives increased their sense of self-righteous separation from 
unprofessional Gestapo detectives and the NS/SS thugs. Regular profes- 
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sional detectives had generally disdained political police work for its 
taint of partisan political enforcement and spying on the political under- 
dog. Furthermore, the youth of the majority of detectives drawn into 
the Gestapo added to the disdain felt by the older professionals who 
remained behind. It is not clear whether this youth was a result of the 
selection process or the opportunism of the younger men. Regardless, 
Kripo men embraced an image of the Gestapo as comprising the more 
amorally opportunistic and less qualified detectives. This image was 
compounded further by the influx of truly less-qualified Nazis, ulti- 
mately elevated to full detective status. 

Even young recruits into Kripo were inoculated with this attitude 
as part of their new institutional identity. When a detective trainee at 
the police academy encountered Gestapo trainees, his disdain was inevi- 
tably reinforced. The Gestapo recruits’ élan was perceived as arro- 
gance—totally unjustified compared with Kripo. They swaggered and 
lorded it over fellow students, while of course, they were unsuitable 
and their accelerated training course was obviously inferior. Even their 
instructors were inferior.'® 

As is often the case, the ego-institutional identity of Kripo detectives 
could embrace contradictions without cognitive dissonance. On the one 
hand they could complain that the Gestapo raided Kripo ranks for the 
best specialists, while at the same time labeling Gestapo detectives as 
unqualified, inferior, and opportunistic. A detective released from the 
Gestapo for most reasons was automatically unqualified for Kripo ser- 
vice, but a detective expelled for “political” reasons could be em- 
braced.!? 

It made no difference that after the initial influx of Old Fighters 
into Gestapo ranks, professional standards for detective rank were grad- 
ually restored, and after 1936, official standards for detective rank and 
training became identical in the two organizations. Kripo detectives 
continued to disdain the Gestapo for lack of professionalism.”° The men 
of Gestapo and Kripo had formed self-fulfilling images of each other 
and entered into a “team” rivalry that became part of each side’s orga- 
nizational image. 

There were, of course, real differences in the ethos of the two orga- 
nizations. But one is hard-pressed to know what the real functional 
differences were?! aside from the presence of greater numbers of SS 
“infiltrators” in Gestapo ranks. Kripo prided itself on greater technical 
and procedural professionalism, but the only concrete point ever put 
forward for this claim was their official refusal to employ “intensified 
interrogation.” Beating suspects was below their dignity and counter to 
all professional procedures. From Nebe down, Kripo superiors allegedly 
enforced such prohibitions and never succumbed to Heydrich and 
Miiller’s admonitions to employ the technique.”? 

So intense was the hostile rivalry, that once Kripo and Gestapo 
were united in Sipo, Heydrich and Best repeatedly had to admonish 
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against mutual acts of discrimination. Best warned against discrimina- 
tion directed at detectives transferred between the two organizations. 
Heydrich ordered them to work together as a team, openly referring to 
their former “discord and misunderstanding.” 7° 

At the bottom of all this was undoubtedly the Kripo detectives’ 
sense of apolitical professionalism. Such an aloofness from the “corrup- 
tions” of partisan politics was a form of naiveté. In conjunction with 
their staunch nationalism, it left them vulnerable. One of them recalled 
how oblivious the professional detective had been to the sequence of 
political transformations that went on around them. From the advent of 
the NS regime to their inclusion in Sipo under Himmler, they remained 
insulated inside their professional envelope, unaware of what the 
changes meant for them.?* 

Despite their self-image of apolitical professionalism, the plain- 
clothes police proved more acceptable to the Nazis than any other 
branch of police. Far fewer needed purging during 1933.7° Apparently, 
they all took up NS affiliations with about the same alacrity as the 
political detectives, but there was little reason for them to pursue SS 
membership until after 1936. Unlike the political detectives, however, 
NS membership for Kripo was largely a one-way process. Many detec- 
tives became “Nazis,” but since they had few detective employees, there 
was no open back door for Nazi infiltration like that into the Gestapo. 
Nazis who became Kripo detectives had to be qualified. 

Unfortunately, for testing these conclusions, J have found personnel 
files containing political information only for Kripo detectives in Baden. 
A 1938 list for the Kripo post Karlsruhe included 130 men. Only 2 (1.5 
percent) had NS affiliation before 1933. Another 20 (15 percent) had 
rushed to join the Party in the spring of 1933, and 2 more (1.5 percent) 
would gain entry before the end of 1936. Thereafter, 45 more (35 per- 
cent) would join, especially when the Party reopened its doors in 1937 
and policemen were strongly encouraged to join. Fifty-five men (42 per- 
cent) who never joined a major branch of the Movement joined some 
NS civil service association, usually the NS police union when it was 
formed in 1933. Only 7 (5 percent) had abstained completely from any 
NS affiliation as late as 1938.7° In regard to Party membership, these 
men do not seem significantly different from their Gestapo colleagues. 

They did differ, however, in their tendencies toward the Move- 
ment’s paramilitary organizations. Only 5 (4 percent) joined the SA, 2 
before 1933. Only 2 (1.5 percent) had joined the SS by 1938, 1 of 
whom was already a member of SS-SD when he joined Kripo as a detec- 
tive lieutenant candidate in 1936. Almost all of these men had served 
in the police before 1933. Of the 3 Nazi-era entrants, 2 had no NS 
affiliation before 1937. The SS-SD member represented the first of 
Himmler’s new SS-police officers, the future he intended for Sipo. An 
additional 8 men (6 percent) had acquired contributing-member status 
in the SS or some similar titular affiliation, 6 before 1936 and 2 thereaf- 
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ter. For the rank and file in the field posts, SS infiltration apparently did 
not come until the 1938 drive for joint membership, whereas in the 
Prussian Gestapo field posts it had already reached 21 percent by mid- 
1936. 

Only 25 of the detectives (19 percent) had non-NS-Party affilia- 
tions. Two had been in the German Volks Party and 1 in the German 
State Party; 22 more had been members of the SPD, though most sev- 
ered ties when Germany began moving to the right, and half of them 
turned to the NSDAP, 5 in 1933. The vast majority had, however, been 
members of police unions, mostly the Schrader Verband or its affiliates. 
Since union politics, especially in the local branches, was ephemeral, 
too much should not be made of these “republican” loyalties. Neverthe- 
less, one might assume that at one time most of these men had accepted 
the politics of the Republic, just as they would that of the Third Reich. 
Establishing the degrees of relative enthusiasm is another matter. 

At the leadership level, one sees similar differences and similarities 
between Kripo and Gestapo in 1935, before the incorporation of Kripo 
under Himmler. A comparison of the heads of the field posts yields 
interesting details.” In contrast with the heads of criminal police posts, 
who were all professional police detectives, less than half of the Gestapo 
post leaders were professional detectives (13, or 42 percent), of whom 
only six came up through the ranks (less than 20 percent). Nevertheless, 
most of the remainder were qualified administrative officials (15, or 48 
percent), some from police administration. Of course, the difference de- 
rived simply from the role of the political police as a political instru- 
ment. Not only did this mean that the Nazis paid more attention to the 
“reliability” of the leaders, it also meant that a detective career provided 
no advantages over an administrative or juridical background for the 
head of a Gestapo post. 

There were other differences, however. Kripo leaders were deci- 
sively older: average age of 53,with an age spread of 36—60, as opposed 
to the Gestapo leader’s average age of 37 and a spread of 28-59. NS 
distrust of civil servants (therefore, the younger the better) may account 
for the comparative youth of Gestapo leaders. Perhaps it relates to a 
higher degree of politicization, for Party members were younger on the 
average, especially in civil service. It may also indicate that the younger, 
more ambitious men were drawn to Gestapo service, as is often con- 
tended. Most likely, all these factors contributed to the age difference. 

The greater degree of Nazification among Gestapo leaders comes as 
no surprise. Among the Kripo leaders, fifteen (about 39 percent) never 
joined the Party, only one had joined before 1933, and fifteen joined 
quickly in 1933. In contrast, among Gestapo leaders, twenty-seven (al- 
most 87 percent) definitely joined the Party: 6 before 1933 (over 19 
percent), seventeen by 1935 (55 percent). The greatest difference came 
in SS membership. Twenty-eight (72 percent) of the Kripo leaders never 
joined the SS, and two others were not allowed to join, although they 
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won permission to wear the uniform. Only 3 (less than ı percent) joined 
in 1933, and 7 (18 percent) trickled in after 1935. Among Gestapo 
leaders, ı had joined as early as 1932, 15 (almost 49 percent) by 1935, 
and 4 (almost 13 percent) thereafter. It is less clear how many never 
joined, although 3 (less than 1 percent) definitely never became 
members. 

Even if one limits the comparison to the professional detectives 
among Kripo and Gestapo leaders, the differences remain marked. The 
average age of detectives among the Gestapo leaders was less than 
thirty-nine, and only two could have entered police service during the 
Wilhelmine Reich. In contrast, among the much older Kripo leaders, at 
least thirty (77 percent) served as police professionals before the Repub- 
lic. Most of the remainder came in through the military and free corps. 
Their backgrounds predict not only a strong inclination toward nation- 
alist conservatism, but also many ideological conjunctions with the Na- 
zis. Of course, this comparison of the leadership cannot be applied to 
the rank and file of Gestapo or Kripo. 

Returning to a more general comparison, one must note two major 
differences. A more sizable percentage of civil servants in the Gestapo 
came in through administrative and legal rather than detective career 
lines. The ratio of administrators to detectives was about 1:35.78 So 
many more law-trained, higher civil servants should have made Gestapo 
civil servants a more elite group in terms of education and probably 
also family social status. On the other hand, more than 20 percent of 
the Gestapo were employees without civil service status,?” while Kripo 
had few support personnel. As already described, the sizable body of 
employees provided the prime avenue for SS penetration of the Gestapo 
and thus represented a more “unprofessional” element. Thus the Ge- 
stapo had a greater social split and was less homogeneous than Kripo. 

Beyond these distinctions, the most interesting comparison would 
be between the professional detectives of the two services. The literature 
has traditionally described Kripo men as less political, and implicitly 
less opportunistic and more professionally dedicated than the Gestapo. 
Kripo supposedly had fewer Nazis and SS men. Except for SS member- 
ship, such alleged differences require careful scrutiny. Kripo’s relatively 
lower SS membership derived largely from circumstances—up to 1936, 
the Gestapo had been the primary target for penetration, and Nebe and 
Frick partially shielded the Kripo from it. This proves nothing about 
the professional detectives themselves nor about their political or ideo- 
logical inclinations. Whatever they were, integration into the SS-SD 
would have been inevitable. As in Gestapo headquarters, the men in 
the Reich Kripo Office felt and responded sooner to the call for SS-SD 
membership. Although we do not know the degree of penetration there 
by 1939, during that year 3 percent of the civil servants joined. New 
men, SS-SD members like the new man in Baden, now constituted 14 
percent of the total. More significantly, 35 percent of the existing staff 


94 Inside the Gestapo 


were candidates for SS-SD membership. Kripo headquarters seemed to 
be running about three years behind Gestapo in this process.°° 

The later entry of Kripo men into the SD meant that fewer show 
up in membership samples for recruits of 1936 and earlier, and, conse- 
quently, they escape careful analysis in this work. Personnel records of 
those studied to date provide few clues as to how they might have dif- 
fered from the professionals in the Gestapo except for age. A few exam- 
ples must suffice. 

Johannes Thiele had advanced to detective counselor and head of 
the criminal police in Wesermunde by 1928. Although not a member of 
a political party or organization before 1933, in October 1931, he was 
disciplined for some form of political activity and transferred to Berlin. 
In August 1932, he joined the NS civil servants; in April 1933, the 
Party; and in July, the SA Reserve; followed in September by promotion 
to government and detective counselor. Thiele handled criminal police 
affairs in the Prussian Ministry of the Interior before he was absorbed 
into the Sipo Main Office in 1936 to manage Kripo personnel affairs. 
He had openly expressed Kripo-like disdain for the Gestapo and had 
worked closely with Nebe and Frick in building Kripo. Nevertheless, in 
1936, the SS-SD admitted him as a member. He rose rapidly to become 
head of Superior Post Hamburg and then inspector of Sipo and SD, 
Hamburg.?! Like Nebe, this key Kripo leader had to embrace an out- 
ward identity with the SS in order to preserve the position from which 
he could maintain influence over Kripo professionalism. He thereby le- 
gitimized Kripo-SS identity. 

Dr. Werner Kattolinsky had become a detective inspector in Prus- 
sian service in 1930. He also had an NS political affiliation, but its 
exact origins remain undefined. By July 1932, he served as acting dep- 
uty leader of the detective branch of the NS civil service division, Party 
district Berlin. He became an official Party member a few months later, 
but did not join the SS until the coordination process of SS and police 
membership began in 1938.°? 

Dr. Rudolf Braschwitz joined the SS even later. A detective inspec- 
tor in Prussia by 1927, he entered political work and was subsequently 
absorbed into the Gestapo. In May 1934, he returned to the Kripo, 
perhaps fleeing SS control. One could describe his political behavior as 
opportunistic, because during the Weimar era, he had joined first the 
Democratic Party and then the SPD “to please his superiors.” Before 
Hitler’s victory, however, he revealed NS sympathies, became a contrib- 
uting member of the SS (like Nebe) and joined the Party “at the earliest 
opportunity in 1933.” He did not enter the SS-SD until 1943, but rose 
rapidly to major while doing Einsatz service at Kiev.” 

These three men appear indistinct from their Gestapo counterparts. 
Even if they were not “typical” of Kripo professionals, they belie an 
apolitical Kripo image. The Kripo men who never acquired Party or SS 
affiliation also had their counterparts in the Gestapo. Apparently, a siz- 
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able percentage of Kripo Party members had joined the Party during the 
first months of 1933, revealing either an affinity for the NS or political 
opportunism. Most of the remainder joined after 1936, when the sig- 
nificance of membership to professional advancement became increas- 
ingly obvious. The number who joined the SS, especially after 1938, 
seems to have been significant. Even many who never joined applied 
and were denied. Subsequently, some of them won permission to wear 
the uniform only.** 

The differences between those admitted and those merely allowed 
to wear the uniform may be seen in two cases.” The first was born in 
Berlin in 1897. After studying law, he became a detective lieutenant 
candidate in police administration. In 1933, he entered the Prussian 
Ministry of Interior and rose shortly thereafter to detective counselor. 
From 1936, he served in the Sipo Main Office, ultimately as a group 
leader in the Reichssicherheitshauptamt (RSHA). He had no political 
affiliations before joining the Party in 1940. 

Josef Menke was born in 1905. He studied law, entered the juridi- 
cal civil service, and received his doctorate in 1933. He entered Kripo 
service in 1934. Meanwhile, he had joined the Party and the SA in 
1933. He terminated SA membership on entering Kripo, and had risen 
to the same rank as the other man by 1939, government and police 
counselor. As part of SS-police coordination, he became an SS candidate 
in 1939. 

In contrast, when the first man applied for SS status, he was denied 
membership and merely allowed status as a “uniform bearer,” wearing 
the SS uniform with appropriate rank of major. Menke had embraced 
the Party at the earliest safe date. The more “apolitical” man had de- 
layed excessively long in doing so. Each seems to have represented dif- 
ferent degrees of the “SS-ification” of Sipo. While the first could only 
outwardly represent SS-police unity, Menke could be brought one step 
further into the fusion—undoubtedly never fully converted, but enough 
to facilitate the greater fusion that would occur in the next generation. 
These two represented degrees 3 and 4, respectively, on a scale in which 
t equaled total unsuitability even to wear the uniform, 2 equaled refusal 
to apply for SS status though technically qualified, and at the other 
extreme, 5 was a more full personal identification with the SS-SD. 

From all indications, many who served in Kripo did not differ sig- 
nificantly from the professionals of the Gestapo. Their careers and back- 
grounds compared closely. Many had an affinity for NS, but before 
1933, professional restrictions retarded open acknowledgment. The af- 
filiation dates of Kripo detectives resemble those of Gestapo officials. 
Branded opportunists by Old Fighters, many served diligently under the 
Nazis to overcome this stigma, but afterward fell back on their late 
affiliation to claim separateness from true-believer status. As respectably 
stationed, securely positioned middle-class men, they had embraced the 
new order, but undoubtedly retained a sense of aloofness from Nazi 
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rabble. They had served to preserve in the new order what they cher- 
ished from the old, especially their own status and their concept of their 
role in society. Their avowed disdain for NS did not constitute a rejec- 
tion of all the most basic principles of NS, but rather of particular ele- 
ments in the Movement. 

NS affiliation was one thing, and more research should be able to 
measure it better, but the degree of true Nazification among the Kripo 
detectives represents a more complicated question. Most studies of Na- 
zification in the German bureaucracy conclude that purge and infiltra- 
tion achieved only limited gains, and that indoctrination foundered on 
polycratic struggles, a lack of clear direction among the Nazis, and re- 
sistance by the civil service. In regard to indoctrination, the police, espe- 
cially both detective branches, appear to have been a special case.36 
From all appearances, Nazification may have been more successful 
there, even among Kripo detectives. 

Unlike all other aspects of the development of Sipo and SD, poly- 
craty and infighting may have had little negative effect on Kripo Nazifi- 
cation. Granted, until their inclusion in Sipo in 1936, Kripo detectives 
experienced uncoordinated efforts at Nazification. The only uniform 
guidance came from Frick’s Ministry of Interior, which did, however, 
have a traditionally strong voice in matters of police training. In appar- 
ent contrast to Frick’s general failure in all other branches of adminis- 
tration under his authority, his ministry’s guidance may have supported 
a more uniform and effective appeal directed at the police until Himm- 
ler was able to take an even firmer hand. Unfortunately, these tentative 
conclusions derive from random impressions given by the available evi- 
dence, and a more thorough, comparative study is needed to test them. 

Only a relatively few Nazi radicals hoped to displace the profes- 
sional police with Nazi amateurs, and their cause was totally lost by the 
summer of 1934. Thereafter, the SS increasingly provided an effective 
organizational vehicle for the simultaneous infiltration and conversion 
of the police. During the interim, Frick paved the way. 

The Nazis never had an ideological consensus that governed the 
establishment of a police state beyond the necessity to do so. Neverthe- 
less, they benefited from an ideological conjunction to the effect that 
the police had to be thoroughly imbued with NS values. Although Frick 
represented the relatively moderate wing in this conjunction and may 
have been ambivalent about the need to “Partify” or “SS-ify” the police, 
he had no doubts about the need to Nazify them. Thus, in his mind, 
there was no contradiction between the promises he made before 1933 
to respect the apolitical professionalism of the police and his strong call 
for their conversion to the NS world view thereafter. He rejected parti- 
san/party politics, especially party influences in a professional bureau- 
cracy, which should be above politics. This exclusion of politicians ex- 
tended to the politicians of the NS Party as well. He may eventually 
have accepted SS influence as essential to the ideological conversion of 
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the police, but only insofar as he saw SS men as political soldiers, as 
opposed to politicians in black uniforms. For Frick, all civil servants, 
but especially the police, should be imbued with the NS spirit. But as 
professionals, they should not be political organization men; member- 
ship could only be incidental and part of one’s private life.*” 

Unions had played a significant role among Weimar police, but they 
had been sharply divided along political and ideological lines. In August 
1933, they were dissolved, and all policemen felt pressure to join the 
Nazi union, Kameradschaftsbund Deutscher Polizeibeamten, at the head 
of which Géring and Frick had placed Old Fighter and police Sergeant 
Major Luckner. Like Himmler, they relied on Nazis who had been im- 
mersed in the police subculture for guidance on how to approach police 
professionals, which helped to ensure an NS indoctrination that might 
ring true for policemen. The Nazi union’s monopoly offered the possi- 
bility for a uniform indoctrination of policemen. In September, it initi- 
ated a newspaper for Reich-wide distribution among policemen, and an 
inaugural article by Frick set the tone.°® 

Frick began with a line aimed at the policeman’s sense of profes- 
sional service and designed to tie it to NS arguments. He criticized the 
previous regime and its unions for propagating partisan interests. They 
had disseminated negative ideology and created dissension among the 
ranks. Since the NS state should serve the well-being of the total com- 
munity, there was no place for such partisan interests and disruption of 
discipline. The NS State needed a police built on comradeship and disci- 
pline to serve the nation as the Army did, a parallel most policemen 
could readily embrace.*? 

Soon the well-established professional journals for policemen, Die 
Polizei and Kriminalistische Monatshefte, were converted to Nazifica- 
tion purposes. In their pages one can see the evolution of a line identi- 
fying the police with the NS regime. Everything emphasized the Nazis’ 
contributions to the improvement of the police mission and image in 
parallel with their success in overcoming unemployment and the inter- 
national humiliation of the nation. Nevertheless, indoctrination was 
well integrated and did not displace the predominantly technical- 
professional character of the journals. Their reputations were such that 
some ministries provided sufficient copies to police posts for the person- 
nel to keep abreast of professional developments.*? Of course, the an- 
nual Day of the German Police employed typical NS pageantry and 
ritual to impress upon them their new positive image and identity with 
the Third Reich. 

Meanwhile, in November 1933, Frick’s ministry had decreed a reg- 
ular program of indoctrination for “the deepening and broadening of 
the NS ideology within the police.” Every police post was charged with 
conducting regular instruction sessions. Kripo posts responded dutifully. 
For instance, in Wesermiinde, Kripo and Gestapo personnel assembled 
jointly, once a week for an hour, beginning promptly on December 4, 
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1933. Despite the mounting pressure of work overload, by March 1934, 
only one weekly session had been canceled for “pressing service 
business.” *' 

It would be naive to suggest that such an obvious program could 
make good Nazis out of the detectives. But fragments of material re- 
lated to such indoctrination indicate that (1) it was not always heavy- 
handed and off-putting; (2) some of it was well chosen to fuse effec- 
tively with a police subculture; and (3) it gradually succeeded in 
inserting key elements of the NS world view into the consensus reality 
of the detectives. 

For example, during the first four months of the program at Weser- 
münde, there were indeed such flagrant themes as “Race and Destiny,” 
“Adolf Hitler our Führer,” “Nationalism and Population Politics,” 
“Horst Wesel,” and “From the History of the S.A. and the Party.” But 
unlike other such programs where Party agencies were counterproduc- 
tively in control,*? most presentations were made by local detective of- 
ficers. Out of fourteen, only two were made by gymnasium professors 
who may have been provided by a Party agency. Equally important, 
many of the themes commingled indoctrination with concerns of the 
detectives: “National Socialism and Criminal Law,” “The Law for the 
Combating of Sexual Diseases, Implementation and Consequence in 
Marxist States,” “The Success of the National Government in the 
Realm of Crime Fighting,” and matters pertaining to their civil service 
status. 

By 1936, such a presentation prepared by an anonymous detective 
lieutenant displayed an almost natural integration of NS rhetoric with 
technical exposition. Titled “Police and Wehrmacht,” it addressed the 
relations with the military recently returned after the remilitarization of 
the Rhineland. Although it began with an almost perfunctory bow to 
standard NS rhetoric about the police as the domestic counterpart of 
the Army, other NS ideological themes integrated themselves almost 
naturally with the technical discourse. Nationalist xenophobia emerged 
when the author described the return of the troops as a triumph of the 
regime over the Diktat and national humiliation. His analysis of the 
detectives’ role in the racial and character review of military inductees 
accepted matter-of-factly racial characteristics as equal to criminal and 
political records. NS legal and judicial reforms that reestablished the 
autonomy of the military implicitly paralleled other legal and police 
procedural reforms that were restoring propriety in German society. A 
typical detective may have disdained the stereotypical Nazi and SS man 
and crude ideological spoutings. But wherever themes from the NS 
world view overlapped with those of the police subculture or with 
deeply rooted cultural themes and prejudices, the conjunction provided 
powerful reinforcement.** Endless repetition turned other themes into 
part of the detective’s consensus reality. Even the most resistant could 
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not escape significant internalization of some NS ideas, especially since 
most of them were hardly unique. 

We fortunately have a sketch of one of those late-joining profes- 
sionals who achieved the “fourth degree,” SS membership, with limited 
internalization of SS ethos or ideology. Milton Mayer’s pseudonymous, 
“Willy Hofmeister” was the criminal inspector of a small town in 
Hesse. Only a few years from retirement and hoping to stick it out, he 
did his job right through the 1938 pogrom and forced “resettlement.” 
As he described it, he despised the SA riffraff and had no use for NS 
opportunists and upstart officials. But he asked no embarrassing ques- 
tions of them or of himself. He kept his nose clean and obediently 
joined the Party in 1937, when his superior explained that he “had to.” 
His political aloofness, which may have been real, did not preserve him 
from contamination. Survival required an acceptance of established val- 
ues, and the police subculture reinforced this by generating hostility to- 
ward people “who made trouble.” For instance, he saw nothing wrong 
with sending the Jews off to farms where they could learn honest work, 
and he resented the local pastor who read forbidden letters from the 
pulpit.*° Yet whatever NS/SS indoctrination he may have internalized, 
he conveniently forgot it after 1945. What remained, however, was the 
ideological conjunction that made him SS-eligible in 1938. This seems a 
clear example of how a role orientation that began in Kripo could be 
stretched to inclusion into Sipo and ultimately the SS-police corps, and 
then be retracted thereafter to pre-Nazi norms. 

To return to analysis of pre-Himmlerian indoctrination: in July 
1934, Frick ordered all police authorities to assume responsibility for 
reinforcing the formal indoctrination program. They had to extend NS 
influences into the most ordinary aspects of the policeman’s daily lives. 
They should call on policemen to use some of their free time to educate 
themselves by reading, not just professional journals but also the NS 
press. The officers had to be role models, exhibiting proper NS values 
and demeanor in everyday life. Meanwhile, the ministry circulated arti- 
cles by NS leaders who spouted lines designed to make the police feel 
like a respected and responsible part of the new order.** 

If Nazification produced serious morale problems, disruptions of 
discipline, and a decline in professional quality in other agencies,*” the 
effects seem to have been minimal in Kripo. Minimal purging and infil- 
tration and the maintenance of standards in recruitment and training 
preserved quality and effectiveness. Kripo was one of the few bureau- 
cracies the Nazis respected precisely because they did not see it as such. 

Of course, indoctrination became part of all formal training pro- 
grams. To ensure this, the most heavily purged component of the Prus- 
sian police (42.1 percent) had been the staff of their schools. Daluege 
bragged that the Police Institute for detective training had especially 
been reorganized according to NS viewpoints. At the same time, he em- 
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phasized that recruits received training in the latest scientific criminol- 
ogy, a juxtaposition that alluded to a heavy overlap between ideologi- 
cal and technical training. Eventually, any and all advancement hinged 
upon one’s ability to display at least an apparent internalization of NS 
themes. 

Since the training and certification was in the hands of the profes- 
sional staff and proctors appointed by the Ministries of Justice and Inte- 
rior,” we really need a thorough study of the Nazification of the police 
schools. In fact, we badly need comparative, longitudinal studies of all 
ideological elements in police training for both Germany and other 
modern societies. 

Until the “SS-ification” of these schools after 1936, NS indoctrina- 
tion may merely have replaced former liberalizing emphases at a compa- 
rable level of intensity.°° Such a transition by stages might have been 
more effective than a sudden burst of Himmlerian claptrap, especially 
with relatively mature professionals. Whereas, under the Weimar re- 
gime, up to 15 percent of “non-practical” instruction might have been 
clearly devoted to liberalization (in the form of civics instruction, for 
example), all nonpractical instruction in the 1933 curricula could have 
been heavily laced with ideological perspectives. Still, only 27 percent 
of that would have been overtly so; the rest could have been woven 
more seductively into instruction on law, ordinances, and criminal the- 
ory, as it had been before.”! Most significantly, for German police train- 
ees during the first half of this century, “alien” liberal and socialist ideas 
about law, human rights, and criminality might have been seen as more 
conspicuous and jarring than those coming from a conservative, nation- 
alist, NS conjunction. 

Several significant points derive from these observations. Precisely 
because the Nazification of the nonpolitical detectives involved a mini- 
mum of purging and of interference in professional training and certifi- 
cation until after 1936, the relatively gradual transition brought along 
most of the professionals already going through career development 
programs. Only during the oral component of certification tests and in 
the student’s daily practical performance were the candidate’s ideologi- 
cal perspectives and his “character” evaluated by the examiners—police 
and administrative civil servants,” usually not in Nazi uniforms. Proba- 
bly they did not emphasize NS “character” evaluation over more objec- 
tive professional criteria until after the “SS-ificiation” of the schools, 
and even then the transition may have been gradual. In fact, as late as 
1938, most evaluations by police superiors of Kripo detectives, unlike 
those of the Gestapo, contained no political evaluation.” That was left 
to the SD and other Party agencies. 

Before 1938, guidelines governing entry into Kripo officer rank par- 
alleled those of the Gestapo, including racial qualifications, except for 
the preferences the Gestapo gave to Party members and SS officers. Ap- 
plication processes remained through normal civil service channels 
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rather than through SS-dominated offices, as in the Gestapo.** In other 
words, Kripo professional standards remained intact, except for the in- 
sertion of racial barriers—a “subtle” infusion most detectives could eas- 
ily tolerate. 

As Nazification accelerated, both branches of Sipo had their train- 
ing programs fused in the Führer School of Sipo, which replaced the 
Police Institute in Berlin in 1937.°° Later Sipo and SD training would 
increasingly overlap as a de facto union emerged. Only the intervention 
of wartime pressures saved the professional police from full “SS- 
ification.” 

None of this adds up to a failed Nazification of Kripo. The very 
success of the process derived from its gradualness and the seeming 
preservation of Kripo’s professional separateness. This gradualness re- 
sulted from polyarchic power struggles, and not from any grand Nazi 
design. The gradual transformation of Kripo detectives better enabled 
them to preserve their ego identity with an apolitical aloofness from 
Nazi corruption. Thus, they could be called upon to do criminological- 
technical work or even to make arrests for the Gestapo as unfortunate 
side effects of their highly professional status. As the logic of preventive 
crime fighting drew them in, they could justify responsibility for the 
permanent preventive custody of very broadly defined “asocials” and 
finally euthanasia for the “incurable.” The extraordinary threats of war 
brought Einsatz duty, but only as a temporary “detachment” from 
Kripo. As with Gestapo and SD, perhaps even more so, a separate, 
strong organization identity enmeshed Kripo detectives in the dirty 
work of Sipo and SD, while allowing them to deny their corruption, at 
least until it was too late. 

Their professional autonomy had been most important to the detec- 
tives; the Weimar experience had entrenched this, and the NS takeover 
hardly swept it away. Since the Gestapo professional also retained this 
sense of separateness, and insisted at Nuremberg that SS penetration 
had not succeeded in destroying it,** one can imagine how much more 
strongly the “nonpolitical” detectives would have insisted upon it had 
they been forced to defend themselves. Its constant assertion in post- 
Nazi literature speaks clearly of its significance to their self-image. As 
late as 1936, regulations governing advancement into the higher ranks 
of detective service still favored those who worked their way up in the 
police, and, therefore, would have minimized NS infiltration for a few 
more years. Such career guidelines soon came under attack from the 
new SS police chiefs because they limited development toward the 
Corps for the Defense of the State.”” Kripo’s defenses against “SS- 
ification” would not have survived long. 
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The preceding examination of the police detectives, other civil 
servants, and employees drawn into the Gestapo and the Kripo 
has revealed the complexity of the Security Police, Sipo. A few 
were indeed the sadistic sociopaths of popular imagery. The 

vast majority, however, were not. After several years of 
transformations, however, these more or less “normal” men 
would manifest behavior that made it difficult for their victims 
to distinguish them from that stereotype. Furthermore, all 
contributed in some way significantly to the horrors of the Third 
Reich. 

So far I have argued that these men drew into this 
transformation process for different reasons. Many were 
opportunists, but the opportunities they sought were hardly as 
simple or purely self-serving as the term denotes. Some were 
neither socially prepared nor intellectually equipped to escape 
becoming the tools of Nazi leaders. Others, however, entered the 
partnership capable of understanding their personal, moral 
responsibilities, at least at some time before it was too late. I also 
argue that most of these men probably had positive, in some ways 
admirable, perceptions of what they had set out to do. In Sipo, 
they built for themselves a lure of different institutional images 
that could hold them together until they played out their roles. 

Yet this argument remains incomplete, because Sipo, Gestapo, 
and Kripo cannot be understood as if they were discrete entities. 
They were part of a conglomerate in which each was wedded to 
each other and the SS through its Security Service, the SD. It was 
this fusion which rounded out the package of appealing 
institutional identities and seductive lures that drew an even more 
heterogeneous mix of men. Once the larger picture is established, 
the entire network upon which my argument is based becomes 
visible. 
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The Emerging SD, 
1931-1934 


As head of the SS, Heinrich Himmler was responsible for the security 
of Party speakers and of the Führer himself. The SS had emerged after 
the 1925 reorganization of the NSDAP to serve initially as an elite 
bodyguard. Since it soon came to serve as a police force within the 
Party, it had to keep tabs on infiltrators from enemy movements and 
the police, and on Party members who might hurt the Movement. Since 
such responsibilities required knowledge of all potential threats, as early 
as 1927 Himmler (then second in command) had ordered all SS men to 
report on the enemy and on problems within the Movement as part of 
their daily duties. In spring 1931, he formalized this intelligence net- 
work by creating “Ic” (intelligence) staff positions in each SS unit to 
collect and forward reports.! 

On June 15, 1931, when Himmler interviewed Reinhard Heydrich 
for the position of Ic officer on his personal staff, he allegedly instructed 
him to draw up a brief outline of an “intelligence service for the Party,” 
suggesting the breadth of mission he imparted to Heydrich. Himmler 
concurred with Heydrich’s draft and appointed him to the position.” 
Unfortunately, we do not know on what they agreed, which would be 
useful information. There has been much speculation about how much 
of the Nazi police state was a product of Heydrich’s genius as opposed 
to Himmler’s. Also open to question is how much the final product 
resulted from their original ideas as opposed to functional pressures and 
the initiatives of their subordinates. 

We do know that well before Heydrich’s arrival, both Hitler and 
Himmler admired the British intelligence service for its ability to attract 
well-placed, public-spirited citizens rather than paid agents with ques- 
tionable commitments. All NS intelligence services, including the SS Ic, 
had already built networks of contacts with sympathetic and knowl- 
edgeable persons (V-men). Scouring newspapers and collecting clippings 
on friends and foes alike was also standard procedure. Collating such 
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information into a cross-indexed card file designed to reveal connections 
among enemies was no new idea. Producing regular reports summariz- 
ing this information and the general political climate was regular rou- 
tine in police, government, and Party agencies. There is no reason to 
credit such aspects of SD operations to any one person. 

Early on, Himmler had acquired the idea that Germany needed a 
central, politically directed service to give domestic, military, and diplo- 
matic intelligence the proper political (i.e., ideological) perspective. He 
also adopted Hitler’s fixation on the need for a domestic police force 
capable of preventing another “stab in the back” during times of crisis. 
Gradually, these roles coalesced in his mind as the mission of the SS. 
Although all this extended logically from the mission of the SS as Party 
police and security agency, such a concentration of power ran counter 
to Hitler’s instincts. While Hitler would only gradually adopt Himm- 
ler’s dreams, Himmler was constantly expanding their scope. By the 
time of Heydrich’s appearance, Himmler had already conceived a fusion 
of SS and police, later called the Corps for the Defense of the State 
(Staatsschutzkorps)—an agency that would encompass all aspects of na- 
tional security and be both the model and engine for shaping German 
society. For several years, Heydrich apparently lagged behind Himmler 
in conceiving the full scope of this idea, but soon he was adding details 
of his own. For instance, the role of the SD vis-a-vis the police had 
developed only vaguely as late as 1934, and took several years to define 
itself precisely. Heydrich was not as aggressive in this process as pre- 
viously assumed, for organizational and functional relationships had a 
way of defining themselves. 

Himmler’s and Heydrich’s personalities and their variants of Hit- 
ler’s ideology set the stage on which the men of Sipo and SD would 
perform, but not as puppets. That ideology depicted Germany as under- 
mined by numerous enemies and alien ideas, many of which ultimately 
sprang from the machinations of “international Jewry.” Such threats 
required a combination of preventive policing and public education. 
Thus, the NS list of enemies and racist reductionism would define all 
Sipo and SD work. Even so, Heydrich, most SD intellectuals, and most 
professional policemen would express disdain for one or more elements 
of Nazi, especially Himmlerian, ideology. As a group they were proba- 
bly as intellectually autonomous as any other diverse group, perhaps 
more than the average. But institutions define the goals toward which 
one works; only the details can be rejected, never the whole, if one is 
to survive for long in the institution. Things like the “Jewish problem” 
became consensus realities, and one had to think in such terms. Almost 
all members of Sipo and SD were sufficiently prepared to do so by ju- 
deophobic elements in contemporary Western culture. Finally, Himm- 
ler’s tendency to perceive all enemies in terms of complexly interrelated 
conspiracy networks would demand that all information be presented 
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in such a context, until it became second nature—something not entirely 
new to political police anyway. 

Meanwhile, Himmler’s Ic and the other intelligence agencies of the 
Movement had problems of control. Their amateur functionaries got 
carried away with conspiracies and usually operated too spontaneously. 
Well before Heydrich’s interview, the SA’s larger Ic service had seriously 
compromised itself. Then, shortly after the interview, some elements in 
the Berlin SS triggered the ire of Josef Goebbels and Hermann Göring. 
Goebbels assembled materials on this “SS Spy Department” and on July 
3, confronted Himmler and Hitler. Hitler allegedly ordered its dissolu- 
tion.* Himmler was already concerned over both discipline and local 
political influences within his apparatus. So when Heydrich arrived for 
his interview, he was looking for someone who could not only expand 
the Ic but bring it under control. 

After their meeting, Heydrich returned to Hamburg, where he 
would soon join the SS. As SS lieutenant, Heydrich would move to 
Himmler’s staff with the grand monthly income of 80 RM, fortunately 
still supplemented by his naval severance pay of 200 RM. To this, 
Himmler was able to add supplements, but initially only 40 RM. Hey- 
drich was expected to support himself and finance his operations on 
this 120 RM and his personal resources.” 

Meanwhile, Heydrich began work in Hamburg. There he probably 
met Hans Kobelinski, a thirty-one-year-old, apparently unemployed ju- 
rist (Referendar) who had participated in the Munich Putsch as a mem- 
ber of Oberland, but who had just joined the Party in 1930 and the SS 
in June. Kobelinski would become Heydrich’s first right-hand man. In 
September, after Heydrich had moved to Munich, he engineered Ko- 
blenski’s appointment to the Ic position with the 4th SS Regiment at 
Altona. By February, Heydrich had made him Ic officer for SS Region 
(Abschnitt) III (East), headquartered at Berlin, but Kobelinski stationed 
himself temporarily in Braunschweig, from where he seems to have 
monitored the growing Ic structure for all north Germany.°® 

In August, when Heydrich assumed the Ic position on Himmler’s 
Munich staff, he had no command authority. Although he made inspec- 
tion tours, the Ic men were the adjutants of each unit, and, therefore, 
the personal agents of each SS unit commander.’ At his desk in a shared 
office in the Brown House, Heydrich merely assembled reports on en- 
emy infiltration and problems in the Movement.’ Within two weeks, 
however, he was briefing commanders on these threats, already adopt- 
ing the characteristic posture of expert in charge of an efficient service.’ 
From the beginning, Heydrich’s posturing set the style for both Gestapo 
and SD and helped to build their overblown images. 

On September 4, Himmler outlined a reformation of the Ic service. 
New Ic specialists were to be appointed at each division by October, 
replacing the adjutants. Regimental appointments were to follow. 
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Himmler also ordered that the Ic was not to be a secret service; instead, 
it would operate legally, keeping its nose out of state agencies.!° This 
was obviously to avoid embarrassments like those of the SA Ic. 

By December, Heydrich, now an SS major with a little more pay, 
still had no budget for his operations, but received special appropria- 
tions. He rented a dwelling for his new bride, and shifted his Ic office 
from the Brown House to his former apartment several blocks away in 
Türkenstrasse 23. Although he merely sought to remove his operations 
from prying eyes in the Brown House, he could not have picked a better 
time. The move protected his Ic staff from the exposés and embar- 
rassments that befell other NS intelligence operations in early 1932, 
culminating in raids on Party headquarters. As he observed his competi- 
tors’ embarrassment and wrestled with the problems of the Ic staff sys- 
tem, he allegedly studied other national intelligence operations, and 
evolved plans for his own.'! 

By the end of the year, there should have been forty-nine Ic officers, 
one for each of the forty-one regiments and eight divisions/regions into 
which they were divided, covering Germany, Austria, and Danzig. Bach 
should have been receiving reports from all 14,964 SS members plus his 
own information network.'? Furthermore, the SS Ic service was a part- 
ner in a larger NS intelligence network dominated by the SA Ic and 
the ND, the Intelligence Service (Nachrichtendienst) of the Propaganda 
Headquarters. Each was supposed to share information appropriate to 
the others’ missions." Of course, the SS Ic system was not fully formed, 
most SS men paid little attention to shuffling paperwork, cooperation 
among Nazi agencies was always problematic, and everyone involved 
was an amateur. In short, Heydrich’s organization developed haphaz- 
ardly in a confusing environment. 

Then, in February 1932, Kobelinski’s operations were compromised 
when the Oldenburg police uncovered one of his regimental Ic men, 
Herbert Weichardt, involved in military espionage. This incident re- 
vealed problems that Heydrich had to overcome. Weichardt’s agent nos- 
ing into the military implies that either the Ic regularly violated its direc- 
tives, or that those directives were phony. Weichardt insisted that he 
had not solicited military information, but that his agent had provided 
it spontaneously. He contended that his mission merely involved prob- 
ing political attitudes among civil servants and military personnel. Of 
course, the police did not believe this.!* Nevertheless, Weichardt had 
openly admitted that his mission included monitoring police and mili- 
tary attitudes, contrary to the written directives for the Ic service, and 
elsewhere other Ic men were also reporting on the political leanings of 
policemen.!* Perhaps the Ic had secret orders that exceeded its written 
directives. But certainly Ic officers were poorly controlled, ordinary SS 
men like Weichardt, who often did whatever they thought they should. 

To gain control, Heydrich required direct command, including the 
authority to appoint, discipline, and dismiss his own personnel. If direct 
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command of an independent intelligence service had not already been 
part of his plan, a second, more devastating compromise of the SA Ic, 
including police raids on headquarters followed by the banning of the 
SA and SS in the spring of 1932, determined the outcome. During the 
ban, Heydrich’s Munich office dropped its Ic designation and hid be- 
hind the cover of Press and Information (PI) Service of Reichstag deputy 
Himmler. After the ban was lifted in June, the Sicherheitsdienst SS 
emerged with Heydrich in command. 


The SD Emerges 


Heydrich set about recruiting his personnel directly and established 
a network that gradually replaced the locally appointed Ic-PI Service. 
Since spring 1932, he had traveled to recruit local leaders, who in turn 
built their staffs and established a network of agents.! After its official 
creation in July 1932, the SD began to take shape. 

By October, Heydrich had acquired a two-story house for SD Cen- 
tral, his Munich headquarters. It served as both SD office and home 
for the Heydrich family. Located adjacent to the Nymphenburg Palace 
grounds in a pleasant residential neighborhood and screened by trees 
and bushes, it provided an ideal cover. He thus established seclusion 
in residential neighborhoods as the preferred pattern for SD offices at 
all levels. 

The staff of Central included about a half-dozen men.!? The poorly 
paid staff workers merely made clippings from newspapers and filed 
materials. Their equipment remained makeshift, for the SD still had no 
operational budget.'® 

Similar problems plagued the field posts. In its origin, the SD field 
structure paralleled that of the SS, which during 1932 consisted of four 
to five groups (Gruppen) subdivided into 18 regions/divisions, and 59 
regiments.!? From existing records one cannot describe the new SD field 
structure in detail, partially because both SS and SD organization were 
in constant flux. Geographically, five SD groups roughly equaled those 
of the SS by the end of 1932, but never conformed exactly; for instance, 
headquarters were not necessarily in the same cities. Comparable to the 
SS regiments, SD districts (Bezirke) emerged covering several Party cir- 
cuits (Kreis) or an entire district (Gau). Below this level, SD subdistricts 
(Unterbezirke) slowly developed. They were originally to cover a single 
Kreis, and, in turn, to be composed of wards (Revier), but such an 
ambitious network never emerged. Eventually, the SD-subdistricts ac- 
quired the simple designation of “outposts” (Aussenstellen) as the lowest- 
level-office in the field structure. No counterpart to independent SS Re- 
gion VIII existed for Austria, for the SD had no formal organization there 
until after the Anschluss. Similarly the SD apparently could not penetrate 
East Prussia-Danzig, also an independent region, until late 193 3.7° 
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Sometimes, the old Ic officers merely assumed comparable SD posi- 
tions. For instance, Group West developed under SS Captain Dr. August 
Simon. This thirty-three-year-old physician had served as an SS doctor 
until January 1932, when his group leader asked him to take the Ic 
position from which Heydrich recruited him. Simon drew no salary for 
his SD work, because he preferred to remain full-time at his profession, 
doing SS work part-time. He remained unsalaried as head of SD-Group 
West until September 1933. Then he stepped down to command a dis- 
trict and continue unsalaried.*! Heydrich allowed such key men as 
group leaders to work only part-time until as late as fall 1933 because 
of the small-scale, amateurish, low-budget nature of the SD. 

A group leader like Simon played a highly independent role. Aside 
from responding to queries, and limited only by a general understanding 
of the mission of the SD, he remained free to determine what work his 
group did and whom he recruited. He immediately began the work of 
recruiting the district leaders who would, in turn, build their own field 
structure, and by 1933 his group consisted of ten districts. Simon often 
relied on old Ic staff personnel, but not exclusively. Among those cho- 
sen, SS Sergeant Erich Rasner remained unsalaried until the fall of 1933 
and remained an SS Ic man until 1934 before becoming an SD member. 
Others never became members, and would be replaced by externally 
recruited SD district leaders.”? 

For the area of SS Group South-East, Heydrich had SS Lieutenant 
Lothar Beutel, a twenty-eight-year-old pharmacist. Unlike Simon, Beutel 
drew a salary as group leader. His district leader for Dresden and two 
subdistrict leaders for Chemnitz and Upper Silesia remained unsalaried 
from their entries in March 1933 until 1934.” 

In Beutel’s group, Ic men did not automatically form the new SD 
posts. The Ic officer for SS Regiment 46 was not called into SD service 
until late in 1933, after he had proven useful to Beutel’s penetration of 
the Saxon political police. In contrast, one district leader came from the 
Party district intelligence office (ND).** Heydrich and his group leaders 
weeded through the available human resources based on some unknow- 
able criteria. 

For the South Hannover-Braunschweig district in SD Group North, 
we have a glimpse into operations in late 1932. By the summer of 1932, 
Hans Kobelinski and Heydrich had established the local field structure, 
for which Heydrich recruited SS Lieutenant Paul Leffler as district 
leader. From Kobelinski, he inherited several interesting “associates” 
(Mitarbeiter), the most important of whom was Police Lieutenant Colo- 
nel Herbert Selle, who had been working with the Ic for an indefinite 
period. Heydrich introduced Leffler to Selle immediately, and for the 
rest of the year this man at the top of the Braunschweig police provided 
the SD with information on the police.? Heydrich encouraged this ille- 
gal activity, but by this time, NS nosing into the police had become a 
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less sensitive offense, especially in Braunschweig, where the Party was 
in the coalition government. 

Another, less desirable, associate was careless about secrecy. He 
kept his SD papers in the same place where he stored materials for 
illegal work, even explosives. Realizing such carelessness could compro- 
mise the SD, Leffler limited this man’s involvement to the elaboration 
of KPD affairs,2° where he could not expose anything that would em- 
barrass the SD. 

The rapid expansion of Leffler’s responsibilities further illustrates 
the makeshift nature of the early SD. For an indefinite period, he served 
as both district leader and a member of Heydrich’s staff in Munich, 
which must have involved considerable logistical problems.?’ 

Lack of information precludes any picture of early SD Group 
South, centered on Munich. Perhaps Heydrich ran this group personally 
out of SD Central. In any case, for some reason it seems to have evolved 
more slowly than others. 

The most important group, SD Group East, centered on the Reich 
capital, Berlin. In August, Heydrich had transferred SS Captain Kobelin- 
ski there to directly assume his duties as Ic officer for SS Group East. 
There he created the new SD group, which became official on Septem- 
ber 15. As a measure of the significance of his Group East, Kobelinski, 
unlike the other group leaders, had some salaried staff as early as Sep- 
tember 1932.78 

When Kobelinski was transferred to Berlin, he entered the domain 
of highly independent SS General Kurt Daluege, who had built his own 
intelligence operation before the Ic. Daluege exercised considerable in- 
fluence over the local SD as well. For instance, he got one of his own 
men assigned as head of SD District Berlin. This SS corporal had served 
with Daluege’s intelligence service since November 1931. Since Kobelin- 
ski and Daluege appear to have had smooth relations until well into 
1933, the corporal apparently thought his Daluege connection would 
be helpful. In later years he had problems and eventually resigned from 
the SD. 

In this emerging field structure, an ill-defined distinction existed be- 
tween the new SD and the old Ic service until well into 1934. Ic men 
served as an interim net of field staff, reporting to the SD but not con- 
sidered members. Most SD information gathering and field network 
construction fell to these men (even some SA Ic men) and other people, 
loosely called associates (Mitarbeiter), yet few held official SD member- 
ship. At this early stage, Heydrich apparently preferred to build his or- 
ganization slowly. 

This, then, was the SD that, according to legend, was so all- 
pervasive by January 1933 that it frightened many Nazi leaders, main- 
tained extensive files on thousands of friends and foes, and prepared to 
penetrate and take over the political police forces in Germany. In fact, 
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the most liberal estimate of its size by the end of 1932 cannot exceed 
thirty to forty official members, only a handful of whom were sala- 
ried.?° Even counting associates, such as Ic men, the SD had little more 
than 100 people, assuming all Ic positions had been filled, which does 
not seem to have been the case. 

The little SD nearly collapsed under the financial pressures that 
threatened the Party in late 1932. No serious intelligence operation 
could run entirely on voluntarism, and the lack of any regular budget 
meant no reliable work force or equipment. Since SS funds were so 
limited, Himmler had to wheedle a supplement out of Ernst Röhm, 
head of the SA, and Rudolf Hess, Party Secretary. After a tour of SD 
Central, they had promised 1,000 RM, of which only 500 accrued. By 
December, salaried workers received only a few marks each, and Frau 
Heydrich ran a soup kitchen to keep them going. At Christmas, they 
were furloughed home without enough money for return tickets. Leffler 
resumed his unsalaried Braunschweig office and looked for some means 
to support himself and his family, which had been living off relatives.>! 

Even worse than its patchwork development, the SD suffered from 
an almost deliberate vagueness about its mission. As Heydrich recruited 
his people, he briefed them on the nature of the SD in grand but elusive 
terms. Paul Leffler recalled a meeting held on September 11, 1932, in 
the office flat on Tiirkenstrasse. The newly appointed field officers and 
central office staff came together for a briefing by Himmler and Hey- 
drich. Then and on many other occasions, both asserted that the SD 
was patterned after the British Intelligence Service and the Deuxieme 
Bureau. 


Both repeatedly stressed that they intended that the service should not 
be an organization of paid agents and informers; they firmly intended 
that it employ only men of unimpeachable and unobjectionable char- 
acter. Aside from the lowest possible number of salaried staff in the 
offices, the SD would depend on unsalaried trusted people who were 
involved only out of ideal motives and who had to enjoy respect in 
the population based on their life’s performance, their technical ability 
and their objective, sober judgment. At that time, those of us present 
got the impression that they were both fully earnest about this decla- 
ration.?? 


Such pronouncements in no way delimited the mission, They resem- 
bled the sort of pep talks leaders always give to lend their organization 
a sense of pride and dedication. Most significant, however, was that the 
ideals expressed contradicted the implicit work of spying and informing. 
Such contradictions led to many conflicts and later to the disillusion- 
ment of many members, as Leffler’s last sentence indicated. 

The contradictions became apparent in the real work. According to 
Leffler, the SD work on “ ‘political enemies’ dealt preponderantly with 
the marxist parties, especially the KPD. . . [but] also. . . reactionary 
currents in the economy. . . [and] the political currents in the then 
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badly splintered organization of the Work Service. . . . Furthermore, I 
already had to occupy myself predominantly with Party affairs.” 3 His 
“predominant preoccupation” grew from the unlimited idea of potential 
enemies, especially where it directed suspicion into the ranks of the 
Party. Within a year, that would lead to conflicts with Party leaders 
that threatened the very existence of the SD. 

In June 1933, in both Hamburg and Braunschweig, the SD clashed 
with local Party leaders. In both cases, SD men became involved in 
Party rivalries, in opposition to powerful bosses. The worst case was in 
Braunschweig, where Leffler and his lieutenant were eventually called 
before the High Party Court. They had been overzealous in their mis- 
sion to report on elements in the Party that endangered its position. 
When local bosses uncovered the SD network, they saw intriguers con- 
spiring against Party comrades to overthrow them. It took several 
months for Himmler, with the help of Party Secretary Hess, to settle the 
case, and meanwhile the future of the SD hung in the balance while 
several Party magnates called for its dissolution. 

During that crisis, Heydrich described for the court the official mis- 
sion of the SD as objective intelligence gathering in the service of the NS 
revolution. The SD was “a post that is bound by the Party leadership to 
an objective, official enquiry, and its subordination under the Reichs- 
führer SS offers, in his person, sufficiently guarantees that troublemak- 
ing and animosity have no place here.” 34 Nevertheless, SD functions 
included informing on one’s NS comrades, a reality that could not be 
obscured by such idealistic rhetoric. 

In Nazi circles, a more acceptable image for the SD was that of 
cloak-and-dagger squad, a romantic role that attracted many members. 
They would penetrate and disrupt the enemy, foiling his espionage ac- 
tivities. But “the enemy” was everywhere. Before 1933, penetrating the 
state bureaucracy, the military, and the police was illegal and could 
bring undesirable attention from the police. After the NS acquisition of 
power, these agencies came under NS command, expanding the prob- 
lem of spying and informing on comrades. Thus, the SD could only 
proclaim openly its mission as an information service that watched “the 
enemy” and kept the leadership informed on the mood of the nation. 
So, to avoid addressing unpleasant contradictions inherent in the SD 
mission, Himmler and Heydrich preferred to leave it in vague and ideal- 
istic terms. 

The SD had to be the kind of national institution that all respect- 
able citizens could aid and support out of a sense of patriotism. Toward 
that end, Heydrich recruited men of education, professionals, civil ser- 
vants, and well-placed businessmen, further enhancing contradictions 
between mission, image, and personnel. This information service of 
public-spirited citizens who sought to help guide the leadership bespoke 
an idealism incompatible with the semi-gangsterism of NS cloak-and- 
dagger work or with totalitarian police-state terrorism. 
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Passing the Crisis, 1933 


Endless organizational readjustment and a perpetual groping for 
more satisfactory missions would plague the SD to the end, but its em- 
bryonic state contributed greatly to its problems during the first year of 
the Third Reich. Until he got his first police responsibilities in March, 
Heydrich should have been able to focus on building the SD, but before 
Hitler became Chancellor, resources remained too sparse either to do 
anything significant or to allow him to focus his attention. 

During the January maneuvers to win Hitler’s appointment as chan- 
cellor, Heydrich’s responsibilities were spread thin when Himmler as- 
signed him as staff officer for special duties (Fuhrer z.b.V.), serving as 
liaison in Berlin. For the next two months, he forwarded his SD reports 
from Berlin, where he moved SD Central. Then came Hitler’s appoint- 
ment and with it just enough funds to pay SD salaries. Now, Heydrich 
had a better prospect of building his organization, but less time to give 
to it. He settled SD Central in a rented villa facing Branitzer Platz in a 
quiet residential neighborhood in Charlottenburg. Its size revealed more 
regular funding. As in Munich, this would be his home and SD head- 
quarters. He returned to Munich in March to fetch his wife, just in time 
to take part in the seizure of power in Bavaria. There Himmler rose 
rapidly to commander of the Bavarian Political Police, which Heydrich 
assumed the responsibility of running. 

In the same month, the SD began to grow, just as Heydrich’s added 
responsibilities overextended him. Besides commuting regularly between 
Munich and Berlin, he had special assignments such as touring SS field 
offices with Himmler and serving as observer at the Geneva disarma- 
ment conference. Since the growing SD required full-time management, 
his plans included a salaried administrative staff. For staff leader (Stab- 
sleiter), he recalled Paul Leffler. 

Leffler was a thirty-two-year-old engineer, war veteran, and Free 
Corps officer whose own business venture had recently folded. He be- 
came staff leader, Heydrich’s deputy in charge of the Berlin Central 
until its return to Munich, and thereafter Heydrich’s adjutant. His rapid 
rise to SS lieutenant colonel by June 1934 mirrored the development of 
the SD, as did his transfer out in early 1936,°° a time when many early 
members temporarily parted ways with an organization that had out- 
grown them. 

Two other early members of SD Central round out an image of a 
soldiers-of-fortune operation. Arthur Bork and Karl Oberg joined the 
staff as early as May. In their early forties, both men were senior in age 
to Heydrich, but his contemporaries in the NS Movement. Both had 
served in the war and pursued active Free Corps careers. Bork, a former 
sergeant and finance clerk, became administrative officer, handling fi- 
nances, and Oberg, a former officer, gradually replaced Leffler as Hey- 
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drich’s right-hand man. Like Leffler, they rose rapidly in rank, then 
found themselves estranged from the established SD that had emerged 
by 1936.36 

A band of adventurers penetrating the establishment was neither 
the image nor the reality that Heydrich wished to cultivate. Neverthe- 
less, any security service inevitably exceeds intelligence work and per- 
forms “special actions.” For instance, SD involvement in excesses 
against their enemies during the spring months resembled that of their 
fellow SS men. Also, former members of the SD alleged that Heydrich 
had a special team (Rollkommando) in SD Central for conducting spe- 
cial investigations (Ermittlungsaktionen). Its alleged commander was 
Walter Sohst, who indeed served as liaison for Himmler and Heydrich 
in Berlin from November 1932 until their arrival in April 1934. After 
Göring created the Gestapo, Sohst served as its official liaison to the 
Reichsführer SS. There he allegedly made photocopies of documents 
that were not supposed to go to the $D.°” One source who described 
Sohst’s background with great accuracy went on to claim that his “SD 
Alarm Command” conducted Feme murders for Heydrich, eliminating 
embarrassing accomplices and personal enemies. Sohst was in fact a 
mechanical and electrical engineer (without diploma), and a veteran of 
the war and Free Corps combat who never found a settled place for 
himself after the war and began doing photographic and communica- 
tions technical work for the NS Movement.*® Conceivably, he could 
have done everything attributed to him, but the sources of these allega- 
tions are notorious for mixing accurate detail with sensational accounts. 

Often, however, the legendary dirty work of Heydrich’s SD fell to 
men outside the membership. For instance, in April 1933, Heydrich al- 
legedly dispatched a murder squad to Austria to eliminate an NS rene- 
gade.”” The availability to the Movement of murderers was not new, 
but this may have been Heydrich’s first contact. From then on, however, 
he would employ such elements, who considered themselves SD mem- 
bers. When they were exposed, of course, the SD denied them. As we 
shall see, they did not have official SD membership, were not typical of 
the SD, and were not in tune with Heydrich’s desired image of pro- 
priety. 

Regardless of what Heydrich intended, “available for special dirty 
work” became an element of the SD’s growing reputation. Even while 
the organization remained little more than an embryo, it earned its rep- 
utation for spying on colleagues. The overly conspiratorial atmosphere 
of the Party and the power seizure combined with the SD’s open-ended 
mission and independent, unregulated behavior to create the previously 
described crisis in June 1933, in which several Party District Leaders 
accused the SD of conspiring against them and undermining their new 
NS governments. But the High Party Court hearing that ultimately 
quashed the case and saved the SD revealed a poorly coordinated, un- 
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trained, amateurish operation. As the High Party Court later concluded, 
“the mission of the SD was not yet laid out unmistakably clearly and 
its organization not yet entirely accomplished.” 49 

Leffler testified that because Himmler and Heydrich had been so 
overextended, the SD got no particular instructions. The independent 
field officers and their loose network of associates was on its own just 
when the power seizure created so many new situations. Leffler could 
not provide his subordinates with any clear definition of their mission 
or its limits. Undoubtedly with some admonition from the embarrassed 
Himmler, Heydrich reined in his SD, resumed more direct control, and 
began reconsolidating SD headquarters in Munich where his police re- 
sponsibilities demanded his presence.*! He abandoned his premature 
move to Berlin. 

Once its takeoff began, however, the SD acquired priority in SS 
personnel policy. Himmler considered building the SD so important that 
he let Heydrich have free rein to plunder the SS for recruits. Regular SS 
commanders occasionally resented such high-handedness and tried to 
block some commandeering.*? 

The need for knowledgeable persons from all walks of life lay be- 
hind the pirating of men from SS units. Many SD men were recruited 
for the contacts they provided. For instance, when one Old Fighter be- 
gan work for the Reich Ministry of Propaganda, his potential attracted 
the SD. His SD position was apparently no secret in the ministry, but 
others were. Another SS man who had been a Referent in the ministry 
became a secret SD member.** The SD recruited a Party district office 
leader of the NS Welfare Organization for Greater Berlin to provide 
contact both in Party circles and later in city government. Leo Haus- 
leiter, who had a wide circle of foreign and domestic contacts, was an- 
other ideal recruit. He had a reputation as an expert on world economy, 
which he enhanced in 1936, when he joined the Hamburg World Trade 
Archive and subsequently became its director and head of the Hamburg 
World Trade Institute. The SD also recruited an employee in the Saxon 
Ministry for Popular Education as soon as he became head of the Divi- 
sion for Professional Training and Teaching Appointments in the Chem- 
nitz Labor Office. When a longtime SS member acquired local leader- 
ship in the German Textile Workers Union and the German Labor 
Front, the SD acquired him as member, but apparently also in secret.** 

The SD drew in other men to serve on its staff because of their 
expertise. Retired Major Walter Ilges was a right-wing playwright. Since 
1931, he had made himself an expert on separatist movements in the 
Rhineland. Bringing his own “archives,” he began work at SD Central 
on separatist enemies. Himmler’s cousin, Dr. Wilhelm Patin, was a 
Catholic priest and the author of many scholarly works on Catholicism. 
He became the staff expert for “Observation of the Catholic Action.” ® 

The SD also sought another type of contact. Herbert Mehlhorn, a 
member of the Brown Shirts and a confidential agent for the budding 
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SD since April 1932, was a lawyer in Saxony. In short order, he gravi- 
tated into the SS and SD, soon playing a key role in their penetration 
of the Saxon political police as deputy to the president of the Gestapo 
Office Saxony.* Cases like Mehlhorn and the 19 percent of the early 
members who were or became political policemen lend credence to the 
tradition that Himmler and Heydrich always intended for the SD to 
fuse with them. For instance, almost all versions contend that as soon 
as Heydrich took over the Bavarian Political Police, his SD screened 
their members and penetrated their ranks in large numbers. Yet the 
early SD had neither the capacity nor the numbers for such a job. The 
facts belie the tradition. 

Among the known 1933 members, no SD men entered the Bavarian 
Political Police—many Nazis and SS men, but no members of the SD. 
Most SD-police links formed the other way around, with policemen 
joining the SD. Some, like Dr. Georg Hagen and Richard Wendler, had 
legitimate credentials for police positions. Both entered the political po- 
lice in March, and Wendler must have been among the first SD links 
when he became an SS-SD member effective April 1. Dr. Hagen, who 
served as a police link to the post office, joined in September. Other 
SD-police links defy explanation. For instance, one man with no appar- 
ent NS background came from a judicial civil-service job in Kiel to join 
the political police, SS, and SD, all effective August 1. Similarly, a non- 
NS, naval civil servant drawn into the political police in September and 
into the SS-SD in October must have been an acquaintance of Heydrich, 
for there is no other likely reason he would have been personally called 
to service. Two obvious examples of SS penetration into the political 
police joined the SD only in June and October.*” 

Walter Potzelt may have served as Heydrich’s chief adjutant respon- 
sible for monitoring SD-police personnel connections, but Heydrich 
called him to Munich only in 1934, on the eve of the move to the Berlin 
Gestapo office. There he probably played a key role in watching the 
police bureaucrats and regulating their entry into SS and SD, but by 
then the SD—political-police link was becoming less haphazard.** 

In the fall, winter, and spring of 1933-1934, while Himmler be- 
came commander of the political police in the other states, more links 
between these police and the SD developed. Except for a few SD cells 
in the Prussian Gestapo and Beutal’s work in Saxony, however, regular 
SS men achieved most of the penetration, and the SD did not draw them 
in until later. Cases like Bruno Streckenbach in Hamburg, who was 
drawn immediately into the SD, were exceptions, for he was a trusted 
local political police chief whose affiliation made him into a Trojan 
horse for the SD. His connections won for the SD acceptance by local 
Nazis who had previously distrusted it.*? 

Although SD infiltration of the political police may have evolved 
casually, as early as 1933, the SD developed an additional secret mis- 
sion: penetrating significant institutions of society, not just to acquire 
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intelligence, but also to exercise influence in them. The most open and 
significant example of this mission was the SD’s role in shaping Sipo. 

Meanwhile, as Himmler began his move to net the little state politi- 
cal police forces, the future of the SD seemed more secure. In Novem- 
ber, Himmler elevated it to an independent SS office (Amt). The new 
Security Office (Sicherheitsamt or SHA) developed a more impressive 
organizational structure—one that provides insight into SD work. (see 
Appendix B.3)°° 

Heydrich, now titled Chief of the Security Office, commanded a 
staff of five departments (Abteilungen) and two independent desks (Re- 
ferenten). The operational components of the Security Office were 
charged with coordinating comprehensive-sounding intelligence and 
counterespionage work—too comprehensive for such an embryonic or- 
ganization. 

Department III, Information (Internal-Political), was to compile in- 
telligence on enemy movements and important spheres of life in German 
society. Its first desk dealt with the illegal right-wing opposition ranging 
from the Strasser Movement, through völkisch organizations, the for- 
mer Free Corps, and the Stahlhelm, to organized monarchists. Desk 2 
focused on “religion and ideology,” which included Catholicism, Prot- 
estantism, and all Christian sects. Its charge was to report on the per- 
sonal and public activities of clerics, lay leaders, and their organizations, 
especially on foreign-mission connections and the movement of church 
funds. Since Nazis suspected Catholics of sponsoring separation, re- 
porting on separatist enemies fell to this desk as well. The third desk, 
Marxists, reported on both the KPD and the SPD. Desks four through 
six reported on spheres of life: respectively, science and education, gov- 
ernment and law, and the “strengthening of ideological thought in pub- 
lic opinion.” This revealed the extent to which the SD saw itself as 
shaping as well as monitoring German society. Similarly, the desk deal- 
ing with science and education called on the field offices to begin com- 
piling files on “intellectual currents,” specifically the men of the univer- 
sities.”' This went well beyond spying, for they would establish their 
influence in higher education, garnering confidential agents in intellec- 
tual circles who could also recruit for the SD. 

Department IV involved counterespionage and “foreign questions.” 
That only one desk was devoted to foreign intelligence shows how little 
the SD had done in this direction. The second desk had a wide-ranging 
charge: Jews, pacifists, hate propaganda, and emigrants in foreign coun- 
tries. It was to report on Jewish community life and their organizations, 
economic activities, connections, and migrations. To do this, it moni- 
tored Jewish publications. In line with Himmler’s idea of ideological 
intelligence, the SD had to put together all the links in the “elaborate 
web of the international Jewish conspiracy.” Work on hate propaganda 
sought to establish how and why anti-German feeling developed abroad 
and whether it affected Germany’s position in the world market. Desk 
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three worked on Soviet intelligence, treason cases, and immigrants in 
Germany, while desk four handled “counterespionage,” both military 
and economic, and desk five reported on “armaments.” Desk six re- 
ported on general economic conditions and the mood in business and 
industry. It devoted special attention to such things as the improvement 
of unemployment, commercial espionage, and Jewish involvement. 

From the very creation of the Security Office, work on Freemasonry 
occupied a major position, as indicated by the assignment of an entire 
department (V) to it. By November 1934, with a grand staff of fifteen 
men,’? this department maintained its own separate files, library, ar- 
chive, and museum, built from the materials captured in police raids. 
The man who apparently developed this office was Gregor Schwartz- 
Bostunitsch, Russian emigré and self-styled expert on Freemasonry, 
“political culture,” Jewry, secret societies, and Bolshevism. When Eich- 
mann arrived in fall 1934, Bostunitsch already cut an “outlandish” fig- 
ure and had to be retired for diminished capacities in 1936.°° 

There is no reason to suspect that the lack of a special office for 
Jewry reflected any lesser interest. It revealed rather a more typical NS 
attitude. All SD research into other enemies always sought the Jewish 
ties among them, which was all that required clarification from an NS 
point of view. Until 1935, the SD, like other Nazi agencies, felt no need 
to study Jewry as an ideological enemy, for its character and methods 
were a matter of dogma. At some point, perhaps as early as 1933, the 
SD’s expert on Jewry was apparently one Julius Blaichinger, who seems 
to have become a SS lieutenant in 1933, served into 1935, and then like 
Bostunitsch disappeared from rosters.°4 

Finally, two independent desks in the SD Office dealt with the press 
and with technical support and radio. The press desk not only moni- 
tored and evaluated publications, but also disseminated ideas, perhaps 
in the form of planted articles. The technical support desk maintained 
the enemies file for the entire SD, provided photographic and communi- 
cations services, and maintained statistics and a library. 

Although this organization looks impressive on paper, it was nei- 
ther fully staffed nor evenly developed. Extensive guidelines outlined the 
research, but their ambitious scope stands in sharp contrast to the small 
number of experts who divided their time among multiple responsibili- 
ties or only worked in their free time. Furthermore, these guidelines 
included an extensive list of publications that were to be read regularly 
by the central staff,”° suggesting that the Security Office relied more 
heavily on analysis of publications than on any covert sources. The 
seemingly impressive central structure with its ambitious guidelines for 
gathering intelligence contrasted even more sharply with the field net- 
work that had to support it. 

For instance, during 1933, most group offices acquired their first 
salaried staff personnel. Only some district and subdistrict offices had 
salaried commanders. It still seemed a matter of indifference whether 
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such leaders were full-time salaried or part-time unsalaried, workers. 
The primary concern seems to have been whether the men needed a 
job.°® 

The memoirs of Alfred Naujocks, who joined the staff of Group 
East at the end of the year, provide a picture of the daily work. Group 
headquarters occupied the old Berlin villa that Heydrich had aban- 
doned. Naujocks and his colleagues all spent their days poring over the 
files. They cross-referenced news clippings and SD reports by all names 
mentioned in them and established files on each individual. They sought 
the personal and business connections of all enemies, to expose their 
net of contacts and to reveal potential spies and agents.”’ 

Naujocks’ version of Kobelinski’s introductory briefing warrants 
quoting. It gives credence to Heydrich’s frequent claims that his person- 
nel suffered hardships and worked at great personal sacrifice. 


| warn you. . . that no one can work here for the money. Our funds 
do not run to salaries of the kind you would find in a business house; 
in fact, all you get is ninety marks a month, and fifteen would be 
deducted for your food and so on here. From the rest, you would have 
to buy your uniform, and make a very small contribution to Party 
funds. 


Finally, I will say this: if you now have second thoughts about joining 
us, you had better leave right away. You must realize—once you are 
engaged on work of this kind, you cannot just decide to leave when it 
suits you; you are in it for good, committed completely. Under- 
stand? °® 


Regardless of how accurate this rendition may be, it corresponds 
with other sources. The only incongruity is the overly dramatic conclu- 
sion about no one leaving the SD. That simply was not true. However, 
Kobelinski may have said it, for such posturing is consistent, and a 
romantic air of intrigue prevailed throughout the history of the SD. 

Much of this intrigue was little more than petty personal scheming. 
For instance, Kobelinski allegedly demoted and punished Naujocks for 
disobedience. Naujocks claimed that he had a chance for revenge when 
Heydrich arrived for a visit. Naujocks accused Kobelinski of homosexu- 
ality and of conspiracy with Rudolf Diels, head of the Prussian Gestapo 
and Himmler’s chief rival. Regardless of whether this contributed to 
Kobelinski’s dismissal, Naujocks prospered. Within the year he became 
top sergeant in the Berlin office, and went on to become one of Hey- 
drich’s favorite agents for special, extralegal work.°? 

Of course, some of the cloak-and-dagger trappings were more than 
posturings; SD work did require secrecy. For instance, all SD workers 
and members received a code number (Chriffre-Nummer). To the in- 
formed, it revealed the exact regional office for which the person 
worked, and may even have identified his position. For instance, during 
1933, Group West used the numbers 30001 through 35000, subdivided 
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among the group office and its ten districts. Group East apparently had 
the numbers in the 10000 range, with Kobelinski designated as rooor. 
Of course, when one addressed a report to Heydrich, it went to num- 
ber 1.6 

Turning to developments in the rest of the field structure, during 
1933, the number of SD groups increased along with the growing SS 
structure. By November 1933, new groups included South-West, North- 
East, and Middle, (a short-lived Elbe soon fused with Middle), but re- 
cords are too fragmentary and the alterations were too frequent to 
allow a reliable listing.°' For example, in autumn, the geographically 
large Group South split, creating South-West, responsible for Baden and 
Wiirttemberg. This became the first SD command for Werner Best, 
whom Himmler and Heydrich adopted into the SD in October. After 
Best had lost his police command in Hesse, his experience and talents 
became available to them. Heydrich gave Best the key post at Stuttgart, 
where he proved his merit and quickly became the number-two man in 
the future Gestapo-SD system.°? 

Best established his headquarters in Stuttgart with command over 
only an adjutant and three district leaders for Baden, Württemberg, and 
Rheinpfalz. In the whole area he had only a handful of affiliates, and 
little real information gathering could be done. He operated with great 
independence and got little in the way of guidance. Of most value were 
his skills in personal politics. Although he denied involvement in Himm- 
ler’s acquisition of the Baden and Württemberg political police, he de- 
veloped SD contacts in those forces and allegedly extended Himmler’s 
Bavarian police authority over the Pfalz, where Party District Leader 
Buerkel had previously blocked it. He also developed espionage and 
counterespionage facilities that allegedly gained the SD some respect 
from the Abwehr.‘? 

For Saxony and the area of group leader Lothar Beutel, the surviv- 
ing evidence discloses still more about the haphazard growth of the 
early SD. SD field offices were not just created where they were needed, 
they also appeared where there was an available, trusted man. If he 
changed his residence to another area, a new subdistrict would appear 
at his new address.** 

In Group West, the part-time group leader Simon surrendered his 
post. The new salaried, full-time head, SS Lieutenant Wilhelm Albert, 
set up headquarters in Frankfurt. His work there revealed the ex- 
panding horizons of the SD, for he began building an espionage system 
directed into France. Of more immediate importance was the extension 
of his network into the very crucial Saar.® Not only did Albert’s arrival 
mark the beginning of salaried command in all groups, but he also ac- 
quired salaried staff personnel with responsibilities that paralleled the 
organizational structure of SD Central.° September 1933 marked the 
beginning of a professional, uniform field office system, but that did not 
extend much below the group level until 1934. 
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Group West provides a picture of one of the best-developed groups. 
Even after its reduction with the creation of SD Group North-West, 
Albert’s group still did not conform exactly to SS Group West. SD field 
structure corresponded only roughly to that of the SS, with the political 
elements of SD work and personal connections taking precedence.” 

Below the group level, evidence of the field structure evolution is 
fragmentary and confusing. The SD district remained the basic field unit 
until well into 1934, gradually giving way to the larger region (Ab- 
schnitt), often covering more than one Party district. The SS Ic contin- 
ued to provide part of the field structure until April 1934. For instance, 
a roster of intelligence personnel for Superior Region West lists intelli- 
gence officers (Ic ND-Führer) for two regions, but lists SD leaders for 
another, Although in SD service, such “intelligence officers” still did not 
have SD membership.‘® 

For spring 1934, a clearer picture emerges of the size of the SD and 
the full scope of its network. Under Albert’s command, besides himself 
and his group staff of eight full SD members, there were two regions 
and five districts, each of which had at least one intelligence officer or 
SD leader. Region XI, centered on Frankfurt, was a special case. The 
region intelligence officer was SS Private Wilhelm Günther. For his sig- 
nificant territory, he had twenty associates, three of whom headed sub- 
districts within the city, the rest being “experts” on various subjects of 
interest to the SD. Among the twenty, fourteen were SS members, but 
only one an SD member. Outside Frankfurt, Giinther had three other 
subdistricts, Wiesbaden, Hanau, and Wetzler, staffed by two intelli- 
gence officers and a “former” SD man.°? 

For the subdistrict of Wiesbaden, a list of confidential agents (V- 
men) survives. Fourteen of them lived in thirteen towns scattered irregu- 
larly over the district. Thirteen were SS members, one a former Ic man. 
One was the mayor of his town, another active with the police. Most 
important, the intelligence officer who compiled this list could not eval- 
uate the reliability of ten of his fourteen agents, and he did not even 
know three of them—undoubtedly a product of the part-time nature of 
everyone’s work. Among those he could evaluate was a “newcomer” 
who made “an entirely good impression.” ”? This report instills little 
confidence in the early SD intelligence network. 

Thus, the SD membership of Albert’s superior region was probably 
ten, few of whom were salaricd. They were supported by at least seven 
Ic intelligence officers and several other associates. If each of these had 
about fourteen agents, as in Wiesbaden, there could have been a net- 
work of between 100 and r5o. 

Unfortunately for our picture of the SD, Albert’s command was not 
typical, for it was one of the oldest and better established. Only 250 
members is a good estimate of the size the entire SD had achieved by 
the early months of 1934. If the Ic officer in every SS unit supported 
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the ten SD groups, nonmember associates on staffs and in field posts 
could have exceeded 400, plus the agent or V-man network, which 
should theoretically have numbered in the thousands. 

To cover the entire Reich, these were small numbers. Furthermore, 
one must remember that most still worked part time, most were ama- 
teurs playing detective, and some were Party hacks who needed a job. 
For instance, in the well-developed superior region West, the “special- 
ists” could have three or more diverse areas of responsibility. To do 
their jobs, they had to review all relevant publications in their region, 
build their own personal net of agents for each of their areas of respon- 
sibility, collate their own research with reports from lower field offices 
and agents, and participate in police raids from which they might gather 
materials. Finally, the agent or V-man net that fed these staff officers 
their information offered marginal reliability at best. None of the re- 
ports from the field seem to have survived, but one must doubt that 
they came close to fulfilling the goals set by the Security Office. 

With the growth of the field structure came a reorganization that 
would remain basic for the SD until 1939. As part of a major organiza- 
tional change for the SS during the fall and winter months of 1933— 
1934, SS groups became superior regions (Oberabschnitte) to conform 
more closely to the military districts (Wehrkreise) of Germany. Made in 
accord with the SA and as part of plans for more efficient mobilization, 
these changes brought parallel developments in the SD, including a new 
terminology to conform to that of the SS. The old groups became supe- 
rior regions (SD-Oberabschnitte), regions became the basic field unit 
replacing districts, and the subdistricts became field posts (Aussenstel- 
len). But simultaneously, the changes in the geographic organization of 
the SS increased the differences from SD organization. Contrary to all 
published studies, SD boundaries remained coordinated with the Party 
districts and state borders until 1939.7! 

Unfortunately, the surviving records tell almost nothing about the 
work of SD men in the field in 1933. During the first chaotic months 
of power, like other SS men, they dove enthusiastically into the work of 
rounding up enemies, sometimes cooperating and sometimes competing 
with the local political police and other NS intelligence agencies. Until 
Himmler gained his political police commands at the end of the year, 
work with the police was usually indirect and depended on the positions 
and attitudes of local SS men who got police appointments.’? 

A flagrant case of SD involvement in early police-state terrorism 
was the Columbia Haus in Berlin, run by SS auxiliaries of the Gestapo 
and used to house Gestapo arrestees. During the wild early months, it 
became notorious for brutal treatment of internees. Even after the end 
of early excesses, the SS guards continued to indulge themselves in 
forceful, occasionally deadly interrogations. The Berlin SD maintained 
its Own interrogation team (Vernehmungskommando) at the Columbia 
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Haus beginning some time in 1933.7? Whether their techniques differed 
from other SS men is not a matter of record, but obviously, the early 
SD deviated in its special actions far from the ideal images that its lead- 
ers projected and to which more idealistic members aspired. 


The SD as Supplement, 1934 


By 1934, the SD had come of age; however, remnants of its ama- 
teurishness would survive until at least 1939. Improved control over 
organization and personnel seems related to the March 1934 arrival of 
Werner Best at the Security Office, still in Munich. At the same time, 
he became commander of Superior Regions South and South-West, 
while in the SD Office he assumed responsibility for Department I, Or- 
ganization. Best devoted much effort to developing guidelines and trav- 
eling to supervise the development of the field structure.’* His overex- 
tension shows how thinly spread the SD remained. Best’s arrival also 
involved him in the problem of defining the SD mission. 

Until the war, defining that mission remained a major concern. One 
reason may have been morale, for the SD apparently suffered from a 
growing sense of insecurity in the ranks: a product of relative neglect 
by Himmler and Heydrich, attack by Party leaders, and rumors of dis- 
solution. As opposition in the Party continued, so did the rumors. This 
insecurity apparently drove SD members to expand and clarify their 
missions. In contrast, Himmler’s primary concern with the SD mission 
was to set limits that would keep his critics quiet. 

Before Himmler acquired command of all political police forces, no 
one questioned the need for a Party security service. Ironically, with the 
acquisition of the SD’s monopoly position and its partnership with the 
political police, it suddenly found itself without an independent function 
of its own. The political police had responsibility for collecting informa- 
tion, conducting investigations, and taking action against all enemies. 
The growing demand for a return to normal policing led Himmler to 
forbid the SD any further executive actions, which now had to be re- 
ferred to the police.” To redefine the SD’s new status and mission, 
Himmler and Heydrich proclaimed it an essential supplement to the 
Gestapo, capable of providing ideological insights that the detectives 
could not have. 

This new status as “essential supplement” to the political police had 
the appearance of a step backward. While the police combated the ene- 
mies of the NS state, the SD observed the enemies of the NS idea. Al- 
though this corresponded with Himmler’s idea of ideological intelli- 
gence, the distinction undoubtedly did not provide many SD members 
or their critics with a justification for the SD. Meanwhile, Himmler, 
Heydrich, and their policemen would continually expand the horizons 
of police work. For instance, the “Jewish problem,” a formerly ideologi- 
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cal issue, would eventually become the Gestapo’s mission, not the SD’s. 
The SD always seemed vulnerable to replacement by a more fully em- 
powered and better financed police force.’® 

Regardless of how such worries may have troubled some SD lead- 
ers, nothing suggests that Himmler or Heydrich expected the SD to be- 
come superfluous. The SD as a vehicle for transforming the political 
police and developing their intended character had recently acquired 
greater significance. Finally, Himmler’s perception of an “ideological 
intelligence service” differed from police work,” as did Heydrich’s im- 
age of an information service to guide the leadership. These elements of 
the SD mission found expression in a reorganization of the SD Office. 

After his move to Berlin in April to take over the Gestapo, Heydrich 
again relocated the SD Office to the Reich capital. He could maintain 
his preference for residential buildings, for the Prinz Albrecht Palace 
was conveniently located in the same block as the Gestapo Office, and 
it became the new SD Office at Wilhelmstrasse 102. The Gestapo build- 
ing on Prinz Albrechtstrasse abutted the spacious gardens behind the 
palace, providing an ironically pleasant campus for the allied Gestapo 
and SD. The splendidly refitted palace denoted the arrival of the SD at 
the seat of power.” 

Under the 1934 reorganization of the SD Office, Best had consoli- 
dated personnel and finance under Department II and focused the work 
of his own Department I on SD organization and all surveillance of and 
liaison with NS organizations, the Arbeitsdienst, the military, police and 
civil service, and other intelligence agencies.”? Thus, he put all potential 
sources for conflict with other official agencies under his direct supervi- 
sion, and also minimized the impression that the SD spied on these 
agencies. They were now “administrative” relationships rather than the 
responsibility of intelligence and analysis departments. In fact, SD con- 
cerns went well beyond monitoring these agencies; they sought to in- 
fluence the appointment of right-minded persons to key positions, be- 
ginning especially with those they could directly affect—the political 
police.®° 

Departments III (domestic political), V (Freemasonry), and VI (for- 
eign) worked as the ideological intelligence service against “enemies.” 
To achieve Himmler’s goal of revealing the international conspiracy 
against Germany, they maintained the SD card files. They cross- 
referenced these files to relate individuals to one another, to organiza- 
tions, to places, and to abstract enemy groups, specifically Jewry. In 
these files, leaders’ cards were blue, ordinary members’ yellow, but Jews 
stood out on white cards to reveal their key roles in all enemy efforts— 
a self-fulfilling prophesy, since Jews covered the full cultural, social, eco- 
nomic, and political spectrum.®! Such ideological research exceeded 
normal political police work, even of the NS variant. 

Aside from providing the police with information on enemies and 
screening appointees to police and other key offices, the major product 
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of SD work was its situation reports (Lageberichte). This was no SD 
innovation. Such reports were standard procedure in the state adminis- 
tration, the police, and all intelligence agencies. Nazi agency reports 
differed from those of state agencies only in their ideological focus, and 
that difference rapidly eroded. Before the SD, the SS field structure had 
forwarded such reports and continued to do so until the SD became 
fully established. At some unknown date, the SD began its mission of 
informing the leadership through its reports, at first focused exclusively 
on enemy threats. For May/June 1934, it issued report “Nr. 123,” the 
oldest surviving issue.8? 

Guidelines and reports show better than the organizational struc- 
ture the actual emphases of SD work. The Catholic Church had 
emerged as the prime focus in 1934. Its outspoken opposition to both 
the racist-eugenic and nationalist-state elements in the NS Weltanschau- 
ung combined with its international organization and influence made it 
a major threat, and one that Himmler felt should be brought to ground 
next. Though of greater popular force in Germany, the Protestant 
churches were more cooperative and less hostile to nationalism. Marx- 
ists and other illegal organizations, the former major preoccupation, 
were for all practical purposes broken, and, moreover, the proper focus 
for the political police. Although the SD would always monitor them, 
and take credit for much of the police success against them, they no 
longer dominated its attention. Freemasonry retained its second position 
in the lexicon of enemies, proclaimed as the only other power on earth 
that could rival the Catholic Church, but more threatening because it 
operated in secrecy. The seemingly lesser attention devoted directly to 
Jewry still stands in strange contrast to constant official reminders that 
they were the ultimate threat.*’ Nevertheless, the transfer of the desk 
dealing with Jews, pacifism, and hate propaganda from the foreign to 
the domestic intelligence departments signaled a shift in focus. 

Whenever the police had a pretext to ban a Jewish organization or 
bust up a Masonic lodge, the SD could go along to collect intelligence. 
Gradually, they accumulated extensive archives, and with a little con- 
spiratorial imagination assembled impressive proofs of evil schemes and 
elaborate charts showing international connections. Such ideological in- 
telligence was to “educate” the public and especially the police. This 
indoctrination of the police became part of the SD’s ideological and 
supplemental role. 

Although ideological intelligence involved collecting information on 
some bizarre topics rooted in Himmler’s mysticism, the information ser- 
vice role would eventually provide the most satisfactory mission for 
most SD intellectuals. This role fell to Department IV, which monitored 
foreign and domestic presses, all aspects of the national economy, and 
the intellectual, educational, governmental, and legal spheres of public 
life.84 From this work, situation reports would develop to inform the 
NS leadership on the mood of the nation and the effects of policy deci- 
sions. 


The Emerging SD, 1931-1934 127 


During 1934, the intellectual component of the SD began to co- 
alesce. Before 1933, the Party had limited appeal to intellectuals. But 
once it became apparent that National Socialism would infect all as- 
pects of German life, intellectuals could no longer ignore it. Some of 
those who could identify with one or more elements of NS ideology 
were alienated by the circles of NS intellectuals around Rosenberg or 
Goebbels, and almost all felt threatened by the antiintellectualism of 
Robert Ley’s educational reforms. The SD’s image as the sole source of 
information to the leadership and the intellectual shaper of the new 
nation drew these intellectuals as their great hope for influencing the 
future Reich.’ 

Contacts between such intellectuals and the SD grew rapidly from 
a few SD affıliates in academic and journalist circles. These men re- 
cruited among their established colleagues, who would serve as sources, 
contacts, and unsalaried staff experts. Among young academics, they 
recruited full-time, salaried members. In May 1934, the field posts got 
orders to begin files on intellectuals so they could expand their contacts 
with them. The key person in these developments, however, was Dr. 
Reinhard Höhn, recruited by his old friend Kobelinski as early as 1932. 
By 1934, he was a Dozent with connections at the Universities of Jena 
and Munich, from which his recruitment network spread. After the SD 
moved to Berlin, he became established at the University of Berlin. 
Höhn, with his staff of young intellectuals, began building the network 
that would produce reports on the mood in influential circles and the 
general public, focusing especially on criticisms of policies and practices 
that they wanted the leadership to reconsider.*° 

In all the SD’s diverse responsibilities one perceives an almost delib- 
erate attempt by Himmler and Heydrich to leave its mission open-ended 
and vaguely defined. It had to remain a flexible instrument for all even- 
tualities. Thus, there would always remain certain cross-purposes be- 
tween the two chief commanders and the more-directly involved SD 
leaders who sought more satisfactory self-images. The conflict would 
intensify as opposition in the Party and state mounted against the SD 
in 1935 and 1936. 

Before pursuing this crucial issue of mission and image, other mea- 
sures of the growth of the SD warrant mention. In terms of actual size, 
the SD grew from about 250 members to about 850 during 1934. Many 
of these men, however, merely assumed positions formerly filled by the 
Ic associates and represented only a modest increase in organizational 
control. A good estimate of the numbers of associates still working in 
SD offices would be about 10 percent of the membership, most of them 
being probational members. 

A picture of growth in the field offices comes again from Main Re- 
gion Rhine, the new name for Albert’s group. Headquarters in Frank- 
furt was a three-room apartment at Kronprinzen Strasse 25. In contrast 
with the nine-man staff of early 1934, SS Major Albert still ran his 
operation without benefit of an adjutant, but now had eight sergeants 
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as research specialists, with six assistants, six workers, and four train- 
ees. Most covered one to three specialties each, but one still worked 
eight. Under them in Region XXX, there was one lieutenant and a ser- 
geant with one assistant and three trainees. Another sergeant ran the 
special post for Fulda. In Region XI, one lieutenant and a trainee did 
everything. These regional staffs had replaced the former Ic affiliates,°” 
but there was still no true working force below the main region level. 

Another perspective on the expansion of the SD can be had through 
its finances. During 1932, the SD had no budget, surviving on the ad 
hoc contributions of Hess and Röhm. For the period between January 
and July 1933, no financial records have surfaced. Apparently, sources 
included extortion and fund-raising activities. For example, according 
to one inside source, beginning in 1932, SD Group East had black- 
mailed the firm of Eduard Winter AG, the distributor for General Mo- 
tors and Opel in Greater Berlin. If this seems fantastic, in July, an SD 
agent reported that Daluege was soliciting 900,000 RM from industries 
like Siemens, partially to finance the SD.®3 

Regardless of how much money the SD actually realized from such 
sources, any amount would have been significant in the summer of 
1933, when the official budget from the Party amounted to only 4,000 
RM per month.®? In June, Hess curbed Daluege’s sources with the cre- 
ation of the Hitler Fund. Henceforth, Hess monopolized all such lucra- 
tive solicitations, but they were now limited. How much the SD contin- 
ued to collect clandestinely is unknown; however, it could not have 
been consistent or significant. Even if the story of the Eduard Winter 
Firm can be believed, it must represent an exceptional case, for it is the 
only specific example ever cited. 

A July 1933 allotment of 4,000 RM from Party Treasurer Franz X. 
Schwarz apparently marks the beginning of a regular budget. This tiny 
monthly sum remained the only known regular income until May 1934, 
when Schwarz increased it to 20,000 RM. Immediately, however, he 
began having trouble meeting the growing demands of the SD, including 
a lump sum of 68,000 RM to defray the initial costs of absorbing the 
Party’s other internal intelligence agencies. By October, the Deputy of 
the Führer had temporarily assumed financing of the SD, drawing be- 
tween 250,000 and 270,000 RM from the industrialists’ Hitler Fund 
for this purpose.?? In November, Heydrich requested a budget of 
700,590 RM per month.”! Perhaps this represents an accurate measure 
of the growth of SD operations, or Heydrich may have been playing a 
clever game to eliminate Schwarz’s supervision of SD finances. Heydrich 
had asked for the bulk of Party funds. Schwarz stated that he could 
give the SD only 80,000 RM per month and asked Bormann to see if 
the remainder could be covered by the Hitler Fund. 

Bormann responded that 270,000 RM was the absolute maximum 
they could raise from that source.”? Thus, if Schwarz added no more 
than he estimated, Heydrich got slightly less than half of his request. If 
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he had played a shrewd game, grossly inflating his estimate to force the 
matter out of Schwarz’s hands, then he won a victory. Of course, this 
is only conjecture, but it conforms with his and Himmler’s objectives. 

Considering all these possibilities, external budgets cannot reveal 
accurately the growth of SD operations. Nevertheless, one can see that 
official funding multiplied two to two and one-half times as fast as offi- 
cial membership—undoubtedly reflecting the transition from part-time 
amateurs to full-time, salaried workers. 

Regardless of whether Heydrich had played a game with Schwarz 
and won it, the SD would remain pressed for funds until at least 
1939.?* So, no matter how big the organization became, it could not 
accomplish everything that Himmler or Heydrich might have wished 
during these formative years. It remained a limited tool under constant 
assault by rivals and opponents in Party and state who sought to limit 
it even more. 





Early SD 
Membership, 
1932-1934 


The most elusive aspect of any organization is its human component. 
To capture that component, this chapter offers several perspectives on 
the early members of the SD. Specifically, one must consider in what 
ways they and their experiences were typical of other Germans, Nazis, 
or SS men, and in what ways they were special. Of course, the question 
that drives such enquiry is how could they have contributed to the cre- 
ation of a totalitarian police state and then become executioners of 
genocide? Regardless, a thorough analysis of the personnel is essential 
to any serious study of an organization. 

First, the relationship between the SS and the SD requires explana- 
tion. From the beginning the SD was semiautonomous in its personnel. 
Although SS men could be transferred into and out of the SD, SS mem- 
bership did not automatically qualify one for SD membership or vice 
versa. Although a slim majority of early recruits came from the SS, orig- 
inally one could become an SD member and remain one for some time 
without becoming an SS member. By the same token, for the period 
under study, SS rank often had little to do with one’s position in the SD, 
but was rather a function of one’s SS status. Only by 1936 were serious 
efforts afoot to correlate rank and position in the SD. Thus, the SD was 
the most autonomous of the SS special units (Sondereinheiten). In terms 
of “membership” definitions, it was more autonomous and unique than 
the Camp Guards (Totenkopfverbande or TV), or even the later Waffen- 
SS. Consequently, the SD always had its own ethos. Nevertheless, most 
SD men thought of themselves as SS “political soldiers,” just differently 
elite. Most wore the SS uniform with pride and assumed all the respon- 
sibilities that entailed. Yet, because of the distinctions, many SD members 
had or took more leeway than is traditionally attributed to the “asphalt 
soldiers” in interpreting what SS status meant and required of them. ! 

One unique aspect of the SD was the complex nature of “member- 
ship” and how one achieved it. Several major categories existed, and 
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each requires different approaches for analysis. For instance, the most 
important distinction among SD men was service in a police branch of 
Sipo—the Gestapo or Kripo. Heydrich would eventually pursue a per- 
sonnel union among all branches of Sipo and SD with the goal of hav- 
ing all these men hold SS membership through the SD. For a variety of 
reasons, by 1945, only about 18 percent of Sipo men were caught in 
this union as members of the SD.” On the other hand, within the SD as 
early as the end of 1934, more than 20 percent worked or would soon 
work in some detective police force.” 

Thus, by the end of its third year, the SD already had a major 
subdivision within its ranks. To describe such complexity, one must 
coin some labels. The “total SD” will refer to all persons who had any 
official affiliation. It consisted of the “working SD,” anyone who 
worked in or for an office of the SD, and what was later called the 
“Sipo-SD,” or those SD members who worked in a branch of Sipo. 
They were those administrators, detective policemen, and employees of 
the Gestapo or Kripo who were members of the SS, organized and com- 
manded by the SD. Although the term Sipo-SD instead of Gestapo-SD 
is anachronistic for the period before June 1936, I will often use it for 
the sake of simplicity. By 1944, more than 55 percent of SD members 
would be Sipo-SD.* The police work involved in Sipo membership adds 
different perspectives for an analysis of these men, for instance, the ef- 
fects of a possible police subculture. 

Beyond the example of Sipo-SD, other aspects further complicated 
the total SD. Since one ideal was to have as few paid personnel as possi- 
ble, they were divided between unsalaried (ehrenamtlich or alternatively 
nebenamtlich) and salaried (hauptamtlich). As previously described, this 
distinction had little to do with the office one held, or even how many 
hours he worked at it, but whether one earned his living at SD work or 
merely served the SD in his “free time.” 

A second distinction was between full members (Mitglieder) and 
“associates” (Mitarbeiter). This distinction began with the SS Ic “intelli- 
gence officers” who worked with the SD but without membership dur- 
ing the early years. It soon spread to include a wide range of persons 
with semiofficial affiliations but without full membership, including the 
salaried clerical staff, especially female typists, who appeared in increas- 
ing numbers from 1934. The largest number of associates were the 
trusted agents or V-persons (Vertrauensleute). 

Between members and associates lay the probationary members. At 
least by 1933, a probationary period became part of SD membership. 
During probation, a candidate had to work for several months under 
the supervision of his nominating officer as a V-man, an expert in an 
SD office, or even as a field post leader. The SD could draw its proba- 
tionary members either from among associates or from entirely outside 
the SD. A member who knew enough about them to think them suitable 
nominated them, but they had to be approved by SD Central.5 
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Thus, the total SD was divided by a two dimensional set of distinc- 
tions as illustrated in chart B. The greatest number were always the 
associates (Mitarbeiter), who could be either salaried or unsalaried. The 
salaried were clerical staff and a few experts working full-time in a field 
office or the SD Office. The probational members could be either sala- 
ried or unsalaried, working in any capacity. The vast majority were the 
V-persons who drew no pay for their services. Women could be associ- 
ates, but never members. 

Salaried members (hauptamtlich Mitglieder) usually served in com- 
mand, staff, expert, or helper positions in the field or central offices. 
Most members were always unsalaried, however, serving in the same 
kinds of positions in SD offices or working as liaison with some other 
organization where they earned their living, but openly providing a link 
with the SD and representing its interests. Some such SD connections 
with other organizations were secret, however, with the SD member 
representing a more potent SD presence than the more typical V-man. 
The largest concentration of such members were, of course, the Sipo- 
SD. In the early years, their membership in the detective forces of some 
of the states might have been clandestine, but with the creation of Sipo 
in June 1936, SD members constituted open, special Sipo-SD units 
within each Gestapo and Kripo office. 

Finally, a small percentage of unsalaried members who worked in 
some other agency or held an important position in government or soci- 
ety were truly “honorary,” the conventional translation for the label 
ehrenamtlich. Himmler bestowed honorary SS membership and elevated 
SS rank in the hope of winning support and influence. Those honorary 
SS men who also held actual SD membership garnered some prestige 
and legitimacy for the SD. Since few honorary SS appointments in- 
volved actual SD membership, it must have reflected some commitment 
to SD goals by the recipient. 

All these people together constituted the “total SD.” Unfortunately, 
the SD did not use labels for such categories with any consistency. Vari- 
ations in both official and common usage occurred over time. At first, 
Mitarbeiter referred to members (Mitglieder) who did not hold a posi- 
tion in an SD office, but served only as its contacts in the field. By 
1936, such men were called “observers” (Beobachter). To add to the 
confusion, Mitarbeiter also became the term for all personnel of the 
total SD, whether members (Mitglieder) or associates (Mitarbeiter). 
Since they finally used the term Mitarbeiter both in this generic sense for 
anyone officially affiliated with the SD, and as a specific for nonmember 
associates, | will use the term “affiliates” for the generic, that is anyone 
in the total SD. I will use “associates” for the nonmember affiliates. 

Of course, all this complexity, especially the ill-defined terminology, 
caused much confusion both then and since. A further element of confu- 
sion resulted from the range of agents used by the SD. For instance, 
there were the occasional informants (Zutrager) who might bring in 
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Chart B The Total SD: All SD Affiliates (Mitarbeiter) 
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odd pieces of information or who might be used for a special enquiry; 
such people were not considered associates. Even lower on the scale 
were “agents,” a term limited to paid informants. The preferred infor- 
mational sources were the V-persons, ostensibly respectable members of 
their community, knowledgeable and so situated as to be reliable 
sources. They were considered associates. 

All associates and members had SD code numbers (Chiffre Num- 
mer). All associates also took an oath of secrecy and, apparently above 
the level of V-person, carried an SD identification card.” Such parapher- 
nalia led many associates to believe themselves members, for they were 
apparently unaware of the distinctions. Such confusing distinctions al- 
lowed the SD to deny the “membership” of a compromised V-man with 
no fear of contradiction. More importantly, unless he was indiscreet, no 
one could uncover his affiliation. 

Unfortunately, hardly any guidelines governing the selection and 
screening of members for this period have survived. The few that have 
suggest that formal guidelines existed as early as 1933; however, many 
cases cast doubt on the thoroughness of actual procedures. Neverthe- 
less, by fall 1933, not only did the usual criteria for SS membership 
apply, such as physical condition, but an affiliate had to exercise “dis- 
cretion.” Associates had to be suitable for both SS and SD membership. 
Presumably, the SD judged female associates on all SS criteria other 
than gender. 

When they decided to elevate an associate to membership, and he 
had successfully completed probation, his superior region office assem- 
bled the paperwork required for review by the SD Office. The superior 
region commander had to testify to his suitability and aptitude. The 
candidate had to reaffirm the SD oath of loyalty and secrecy, write an 
autobiographical statement, and complete two questionnaires. One was 
the standard Reich Ministry of Interior form for testing the racial back- 
ground of civil servants, for which he had to provide genealogy through 
all eight great-grandparents. The ministry apparently confirmed this in- 
formation. The second questionnaire provided the necessary informa- 
tion for a background check, including military or police service, record 
of convictions, history of NS memberships, and outstanding debts. To 
establish his possible usefulness, they also wanted to know in what en- 
emy circles he was known as a Nazi, and what contacts he had in indus- 
try, the economy, or the press.” Apparently, when an applicant was not 
yet an SS member, the SD simultaneously pursued joint membership. If 
that was not appropriate for some reason, the SS process could be post- 
poned, but unfortunately no surviving guidelines clarify this. 

During July and August 1932, Heydrich recruited about a dozen 
men as the first members of the SD, men who staffed field offices for at 
least four groups and a few districts. From this kernel, the SD grew 
slowly, like a chain letter, with field officers recruiting their subordi- 
nates. By January 1933, 40 members would be a reliable estimate of 
size; by the end of 1933, 240 members; and by the end of 1934, 820 
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members.’ Until April 1934, the old SS Ic provided many of the active 
field workers, while full SD members gradually replaced them. Thus, 
for the first two years in the field posts, the nonmember associates out- 
numbered members, but the ratio slowly reversed itself. 


Quantitative Analysis of the 
Membership: 1932-1934 


Since no lists of SD associates have survived and there can be no 
random sample of them for analysis, one must restrict this study to 
members. In any case, there is no reason to expect significant differences 
between associates and members after 1934 and the end of the Ic affili- 
ation of more ordinary SS men. 

The personnel files of 526 men who joined SD between 1932 and 
the end of 1934 provides a sample of identified early members that 
includes at least 99 percent of the officers and about 62 percent of the 
total membership. This sample provides a total population for analysis 
of the early officer corps. Although biased in favor of those who became 
officers early, it also offers the best available picture of the entire early 
membership, especially those who would shape the future SD as its 
leaders. (For discussion of the sample and its analysis, refer to Appen- 
dix C.) 

Date of birth determines which events of German history could 
have affected one’s development through personal involvement. For in- 
stance, one generally had to have been born by 1900 to have served in 
the First World War or to have experienced related events as an adult. 
Those born after 1900 experienced them as adolescents or children and 
matured during the Weimar era.'° Most early SD members were young, 
only 32 percent of those identified being born in 1900 or before. Natu- 
rally, the officers were older, 51 percent being born by 1900. The aver- 
age SD member was about two years younger then the average Party 
member, but both SD members and officers were slightly older than 
their regular SS counterparts. Within the Party, the SD drew dispropor- 
tionately well from the under-30 cohorts, proportionately from the 31- 
40 cohort, and poorly from the older men.'! Whether these differences 
have any significance is hard to surmise, but the SD fit the general NS 
and SS patterns of appealing more to youth.!? 

About 4 percent of the known members came from outside the bor- 
ders of the old Reich, and an additional 3 percent from territories lost 
by Germany in postwar settlements. Among the German born, 63 per- 
cent came from north of the Main-Rhein-Mosel line and 37 percent 
from south Germany. In regional origins, the early SD reflected the gen- 
eral composition of the SS, but here the parallel ends. 

The sample of SD members disproportionately represented the ur- 
ban sector of the German population. Only 39 percent were born in 
rural environs or towns that had not exceeded 20,000 by 1925, as op- 
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posed to more than 59 percent of the German population at large. More 
significantly, 45 percent of the SD members came from large cities of 
over 100,000 people, as opposed to only about 27 percent of the gen- 
eral population.” This disproportionate distribution of urban versus ru- 
ral origins also marks a first symptom of major dichotomies among SD 
members—45 percent “urban” versus 39 percent “provincial.” 

SD members professed their religion disproportionately in favor of 
Protestant backgrounds: 73 percent Protestant and 25 percent Catholic, 
as opposed to the national ratio of 63:33. Again, known SD members 
closely resembled SS officers during the same period (71:29), undoubt- 
edly reflecting the lesser appeal to Catholics by the SS, with its harsh 
anti-Catholic line. Contrary to what one would expect from anti- 
Catholic bias, however, the early SD officers more closely approximated 
the national norm at 67:30 than the rank-and-file members at 76:22. 
One might propose that the difference of 9 percent between officers and 
other ranks resulted partly from the greater number of southerners 
among these officers, a difference of 12 percent. However, that begs the 
question of why there should be either regional or religious differences 
between officers and other ranks only for this short period of SD his- 
tory. Regardless, their presence argues against any bias within the early 
SD against recruiting Catholics. Why early officers of Catholic back- 
ground were drawn disproportionately to the SD between 1932 and 
1934 is an enigma. 

As for social status, 26 percent of the members came from families 
that could be classed as secure upper-middle class or even elite. Sixty- 
two percent belonged to lower-middle-class families, including white- 
collar workers. Only 12 percent came from working-class origins. Both 
in such a class-conscious society as Germany and in comparison with 
the general NS membership, the SD rank and file represented a socially 
elite group.'* Men drawn to the early SD presaged the higher social 
class of officers drawn to the SS after it became part of the new estab- 
lishment. 

Predictably, the early SD membership also represented an educated 
elite. Forty-one percent of the known members had pursued higher edu- 
cation, with 14 percent earning doctorates, 17 percent completed sec- 
ondary education with either the prestigious Abitur or the leaving cer- 
tificate for grade eleven, and 42 percent had middle or primary 
educations supplemented usually with formal vocational schooling and 
apprenticeships. Only thirteen, or 3 percent, appear to have been educa- 
tionally unprepared for a respectable occupation in a modern Germany. 
Early SD officers stood higher: 49 percent had attended university, 16 
percent had doctorates, 17 percent had finished secondary school, and 
34 percent had not. Such figures far exceeded the record of the pre- 
1933 SS officer corps. 

From all appearances, as an educated elite, the SD rank and file 
stood quite high, considering that only about 2 percent of the popula- 
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tion of comparable age had attended university.'” The educational level 
of SD officers remained stable between 1932-1934 and 1939.'° More 
significantly, education marked another sharp dichotomy among early 
members, with 42 percent below high school and 41 percent receiving 
higher education—a strange split, even for an intelligence organization. 

Their educational status allowed many SD men to improve their 
social standing. Occupationally, 32 percent of known SD members be- 
gan careers associated with the upper classes, with the largest group, 6 
percent, in the higher civil service, 5 percent as professionals, 3 percent 
in executive-managerial positions with business or industry, and almost 
3 percent as military officers. Fifty-two percent pursued lower-middle- 
class careers, of whom the largest single group, 36 percent, were white- 
collar employees. Only 16 percent began in the working class, 14 per- 
cent as skilled laborers. Officers, of course, stood higher: 42 percent 
upper class, 45 percent lower-middle class, and 13 percent working 
class. Thus, early SD officers had higher social status compared with SS 
officers at anytime, or compared with the Party in 1933.17 

Although these men suffered from Germany’s economic problems, 
they fared better than the general population. Thirty-two percent of the 
identified membership suffered unemployment at some time before 
1933, for an average of twenty-two months. An additional 15 percent 
were suspiciously vague about their occupational record, suggesting a 
high probability of at least under-employment. Seventy-seven percent of 
these were victims of the great depression, while 5 percent got caught 
in the unemployment squeeze between 1925 and 1927, and 4 percent 
were caught by both. Only 14 percent suffered more chronic unemploy- 
ment or vagueness about activities outside these two hardship periods. 
The early SD officers fared a little better, with 28 percent admitting 
unemployment and 18 percent suffering from “vagueness of record.” '8 
Considering that most segments of the population suffered comparable 
unemployment rates in any one year of the depression, SD members 
should have been considerably less traumatized than most Germans. "° 
Equally significant, however, is the dichotomy between SD members 
who were and were not traumatized by loss of work—yet another split 
among them. 

Despite the economic hardships of the age, the records of both of- 
ficers and rank and file indicate what may have been an unusually large 
upwardly mobile segment among them compared with the rest of Ger- 
man society. The sons of lower-class and lower-middle-class families 
disproportionately pursued higher education.*° Seventy-five percent 
pursued occupational areas different from their father’s, 28 percent of 
whom had risen above their father’s status. Even among those who 
stayed in their father’s occupational area, 22 percent had risen above 
his status.?' After an average of a little more than six and one-half years 
in their learned occupations, 66 percent of the men began second ca- 
reers or underwent an advance in status within that occupation. The net 
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change between father’s status and that of mature son was 27 percent 
apparently increasing in status versus 28 percent perhaps declining. 

At first blush, this seems like another sharp dichotomy. Application 
of the concept of “structural mobility” to these changes reveals a more 
complex picture, however. Persons moving from traditional, indepen- 
dent lower-middle-class families to salaried white-collar or skilled-labor 
careers (conventionally counted as a possible step down in status, 17 
percent) could gain more opportunities, while probably maintaining or 
improving their standard of living under normal economic conditions. 
Even if they perceived this change as advancement, they would, never- 
theless, constantly encounter persons who treated them with less respect 
in such a transitional society as Germany at that time. Thus, while they 
might have behaved economically as upwardly mobile (or more aggres- 
sively modern), psychosocially they may have resembled more closely 
downwardly mobile people, especially during the depression.” This the- 
ory is reinforced by the large number who readily abandoned their 
white-collar and skilled-labor jobs as soon as a salaried position opened 
for them in the Party, Sipo or SD. All this adds further to the general 
picture of heterogeneity and calls for more detailed analysis of sub- 
groups. But a sizable set appear to have been aggressively modern, and 
the majority to have been relatively successful, while others experienced 
considerable social frustration. 

SD members also had a high level of military involvement. Forty- 
one percent of the identified membership performed active service be- 
fore entering the SD, with 30 percent involved in the war. Of these, 31 
percent achieved officers’ rank and 31 percent were sergeants. Eighty- 
nine percent of those who were of age had served in the war. Twenty- 
eight percent involved themselves later in paramilitary activities before 
joining the SA or SS, most being involved during the upheavals between 
1919 and 1923, giving combat experience to some who had been too 
young for the war. NS paramilitary activities involved even more: 42 
percent had joined the SA before January 1933, and 41 percent the SS, 
many of whom had transferred from the SA. In terms of both service 
to country and rank achieved, SD men could claim status in both the 
Movement and the nation. 

Although the Old Fighters of the Movement may have considered 
that SD men were simply jumping on the band-wagon, the identified 
members were hardly late-joining opportunists. Although only ro per- 
cent could claim senior Old Fighter status (joining before 1928), 74 
percent had joined before Hitler’s chancellorship. Beyond membership, 
21 percent had NS affiliations before 1928, and 82 percent before 1933. 
The late joiners numbered only 18 to 26 percent, depending on whether 
one demanded full Party membership as the criterion. Only two would 
never join the Party. Notably, however, only 55 percent had belonged 
to the SS before joining the SD. Here is another sharp dichotomy—- 
between those whose first identity had been with the SS and those 
drawn first to the SD.” 


Early SD Membership, 1932-1934 139 


One outstanding characteristic, even among NS followers, who 
tended to have stood outside Weimar political activity before joining 
the Movement, was that almost 98 percent had no formal party affilia- 
tion before the Nazi Party. Twenty-three percent admitted other völ- 
kisch, bundisch, or right-wing political affiliations, but only about 2 
percent had ties with rightist political parties. Only one man had Cen- 
tral Party (Catholic, BVP in Bavaria) membership, and one a short 
membership in a liberal party, which he claimed was pure occupational 
expediency. There were no SD members with former Marxist affilia- 
tions.”* One cannot assess the significance of these data without compa- 
rable statistics on Party and SS members, but SD men seem to have 
been slightly more politically alienated than comparable NS and SS 
members, and more pure of liberal or left-wing taint.?° 

The problem with statistical analyses is that they usually depict ei- 
ther a homogeneous body or one spread along some continuum or sta- 
tistical curve. Instead, the most significant data here are those that hint 
at sharp splits among the members. The rural-urban and high-low edu- 
cation splits were made even sharper by the gross overrepresentation 
of both the urban and university-educated segments of society sharply 
contrasted against the more provincial and the undereducated segments, 
with relatively small middles to balance each set of poles. This is espe- 
cially puzzling in a paperwork agency in which one would expect 
mostly middle-educated workers and well-educated experts. 

The other split between upwardly versus apparently downwardly 
mobile men becomes more important when one considers that it, like 
urban versus rural and grade school versus university education, relates 
strongly to one’s ego identity. Furthermore, the 55 percent who joined 
the SS before the SD must have had some identity with an SS image, 
while those who joined the SD directly were more likely to have identi- 
fied with some SD mission or ethos. Even those looking primarily for 
jobs cannot be entirely excluded from these categories. Clearly, what 
demands further examination is this apparent “multiple personality” 
of ego identities among early members. A consideration of recruitment 
practices in the early SD should cast more light on these divisions and 
other aspects of the organization and its personnel. 


Recruitment 


One should not necessarily take the apparent political “cleanness” 
of the early membership to mean that they represented a carefully 
screened, hard-core Nazi element, chosen for ideological dedication or 
any other such characteristics. In fact, the SD recruited many members 
because of some area of expertise or some needed skill, including 
proven leadership ability. Thirty-seven percent of identified members 
apparently attracted the SD’s attention because of positions they occu- 
pied (10 percent police). Many of this group possessed no proven ideo- 
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logical reliability. More baffling, another 31 percent had no apparent 
appeal to the SD, not even membership in the Movement for more than 
a year or two.76 

In contrast with those who could bring knowledge or valuable con- 
tacts to the SD, some recruits completely defy explanation. For instance, 
a twenty-three-year-old, unemployed, white-collar worker, who had es- 
tablished his first formal link with the Movement as late as November 
1933, became an unsalaried member of the SD in January 1934, and 
won a salaried position by May.*” Only personal contacts within the 
SD offer a likely explanation for such recruitment, as illustrated by a 
similar case. In May 1934, a twenty-one-year-old unemployed printer’s 
helper won a salaried position in the SD after only two years’ affiliation 
with the Movement. He openly admitted that his brother got him the 
position.”® Few cases were as extreme as the first. Most, like the last, 
included young recruits to the Movement who were not old enough to 
have joined sooner. 

The Movement took care of its own with jobs. Fifteen percent of 
the known 1932-1934 membership apparently used Old Fighter status 
to get their jobs in the SD. Many local offices of the Party and its affili- 
ates, including SS, served as employment agencies for their members. 
They pursued jobs for their people in the Party, the salaried SS, or the 
state.” The SD was hardly immune to such pressure. 

The cases of two SD “experts” offer good examples of how the SD 
provided jobs for needy members. Both men, born in Kiel, had earned 
only high school leaving certificates, followed by some business appren- 
ticeship. One, a member of the Hitler Youth since 1931, joined the 
Party in 1933. After completing his apprenticeship with a publishing 
firm, he left his job, allegedly because of political differences with his 
employer. In short order he found a job with the SD in Berlin and 
became an SS-SD member and an expert in the Jewish department.*° 

Aside from his apprenticeship, the other young man was apparently 
never employed. As a member of the Party and SA since the spring of 
1932, he got work in the auxiliary police in Kiel for a few months in 
1933. Finally, in September, SD Group East employed him. He became 
an expert on Freemasonry.’ 

Both men illustrate one aspect of the “intellectual” character of the 
SD and indicate that expertise often meant nothing more than the abil- 
ity to assimilate an NS line on the enemy. At least this was true of those 
experts who dealt with the “enemy.” 

Fortunately, the published memoirs of Alfred Naujocks, a 1933 re- 
cruit, again provide more insight into people like these two. Naujocks 
was also born in Kiel, in rors, as the son of a grocer. He finished 
Oberrcalschule in 1926 and passed a mechanics exam in 1930. During 
this phase of his life, he held odd jobs and had typical teenage adven- 
tures like a street fight. Through such activities and the influence of a 
friend, he became a Party and SS member in August 1931. By this time, 
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the depression had cost him a job as chauffeur. After a period of unem- 
ployment, in 1932 he worked as a mechanic until his employer liqui- 
dated. In 1933 he got another job as a locomotive driver. Finding such 
an existence unfulfilling, he decided to move to Berlin where the same 
friend, now working for the SD, could get him a job.*# 

Naujocks became a salaried member of the SD, working for Kobe- 
linski in the office of SD Group East. His entry through his friend, and 
the common origins of all four young men in Kiel, indicate that much 
of SD “recruitment” simply involved one man getting a friend a job. 
The careful screening process of legend seems to have been nothing 
more than one man’s personal knowledge of another and SS comrade- 
ship. Group leaders like Kobelinski would take the word of one youth 
for the reliability of a friend, and the rest of the process was routine 
paper shuffling, with the SD Office balking only at some obvious over- 
sight. A “young boy network” for recruiting workers paralleled the old 
boy network for finding credentialed experts. 

Such amateurish personnel policies were dangerous for a security 
service, and the SD paid a price for them. For instance, the previously 
mentioned cloak-and-dagger posturing and romantic, secret-agent im- 
age drew some unstable personalities, of whom Kobelinski may have 
been a prime example. 

One 1933 recruit was a comic prototype of the “secret-agent ro- 
mantic.” Riechers had received a technical school education in mechani- 
cal engineering. During the war, he had his first adventure as a sergeant 
in counterintelligence work. After the war, he could not hold a job for 
long because of his political adventuring. Between 1919 and 1922, he 
served with intelligence sections in the Free Corps, and in 1922, he 
joined the Party and the SA, going to work immediately in an intelli- 
gence section. From 1931 to 1933, he headed a Party district in- 
telligence service. After transferring to the SS, he promptly took over 
intelligence (Ic) for his unit. He then transferred to the SD in September 
1933, where his experience earned him immediate officer status. Becom- 
ing an SS major by 1935, he served well until 1937. By then, however, 
his cloak-and-dagger romanticism had become a detriment. He had been 
telling his girlfriend fantastic stories, and his “adventures” became a fa- 
vorite topic for the women in the neighborhood. Most embarrassing, the 
Abwehr reported these rumors to the SD. Riechers was disciplined for 
endangering his real work and damaging SS and SD images.?? 

Riechers provides one more measure of the “careful screening” of 
SD personnel and the general amateurishness of the organization. Un- 
doubtedly, his record impressed other amateurs, but a truly professional 
service would not have touched him. His adventures revealed potential 
security risks; for example, he had been imprisoned in 1927 for ab- 
ducting his illegitimate son. Of course, his explanation that the mother 
was left-radical and provided a bad environment would have made him 
a hero rather than a suspect to those who “screened” him. 
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One case contradicts even careful political screening. In April 1933, 
at the age of thirty-two, he went to work for the SD. He professed 
activity with the Movement since 1923 as an SA and an SS officer. He 
had quit his job in 1931 “for active political participation” and re- 
mained unemployed until SD entry. In the SD he rose at least as high 
as captain by 1937.°* 

He became the subject of endless disciplinary actions. He had prob- 
lems handling money and proved to be a habitual liar and faker—par- 
ticularly about his political credentials. He evidently falsified so many 
records that his real political history could no longer be unraveled. He 
was apparently kicked out of the Party in 1930 and at some point was 
blacklisted against further entry. Much to the embarrassment of the SD 
personnel office, they did not become aware of this until as late as 1943. 
They did not believe such an entry could have gone undetected and 
reported that they were unable to determine when and why it got into 
his Party file.” 

Nevertheless, applicants underwent screening of some sort, and the 
SD even rejected some who would otherwise seem perfect candidates.*® 
Despite whatever screening criteria were used, cases of problematic re- 
cruits constituted discipline and security problems throughout SD his- 
tory. Such men found a home in the early years, and despite his stated 
desires about the SD image, Heydrich appreciated and employed their 
“talents.” It would be left to his more respectable recruits to purge such 
men, as the more respectable sought to achieve a more proper image 
for their SD. 

The first small steps away from amateurish recruitment came when 
Werner Best took over personnel affairs for SD Central in 1934. In 
June, he issued the previously described guidelines for the adoption of 
members, but they clearly did not suffer from rigidity. More-stringent 
SS requirements than the civil service genealogical check would come 
later, but they had little to do with suitability for SD work. 

In some aspects of recruitment, however, the SD was leaving its 
amateurish origins behind. Many young recruits, slated for leadership 
roles, underwent extensive training programs to acquire firsthand 
knowledge of the growing SD and the Gestapo. For instance, as part 
of his practical training period (Vorbereitungsdienst) one candidate for 
membership had a half-year informational training period as Referendar 
with the Gestapo Office at Berlin before being taken into SD service as 
a salaried member.”” 

Although the quality of many recruits stood high from an educa- 
tional or administrative point of view, it left much to be desired for 
security and intelligence work. Aside from the few professional police- 
men, the early SD drew meagerly on any real investigative or counteres- 
pionage experience. Only 7 percent of the identified membership were 
professional policemen before 1933; an additional 3 percent added 
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some police experience after that but before entering the SD. Less than 
ı percent (3 men) had military backgrounds even peripheral to intelli- 
gence; one of them was Riechers and the other Heydrich, a communica- 
tions officer. Those with relevant experience in the Movement included 
four from the SA Ic, nine from the Party Intelligence Service, and eight 
from miscellaneous agencies, totaling less than 5 percent. The vast ma- 
jority had no experience to offer. The potential for professionalism that 
they did offer lay in the cadre with legal, administrative and political 
skills, and in a few knowledgeable individuals who could direct intelli- 
gence gathering in their area of expertise and attract more recruits like 
themselves. 

Aside from the general amateurish cast of the early SD, two major 
insights into the membership emerge from this information on recruit- 
ing. First, a sizable percentage were simply Party and SS men who won 
a job or a better position through the SD. Their attraction to the SD 
had little to do with the orgamization’s mission or image. Their initial 
ego identity with the SD would have been status. Later links between 
that status and a mission or ethos of the SD would have varied greatly 
among individuals. 

The second insight into images is that of the romantic secret service. 
This seems to have cut across class and education lines, often supple- 
menting other identities. It must have appealed to many of the above- 
mentioned unemployed, and clearly accounted for many who would be 
available for dirty work, relishing something like the “oo7 licence to 
kill.” Many educated and urbane members were also susceptible to such 
romantic imagery, however. 


Modal Profiles 


In contrast with these flesh-and-blood examples, the previous quan- 
titative analysis offered only cold generalization. Statistical means and 
modes obscure the reality of a collection of individuals. The data do 
reveal that collection as extremely heterogeneous, however. There was 
no “typical” SD man or SD officer. A better image of the membership 
emerges when one breaks it down from a few significant perspectives 
and fleshes out the data with some real-life examples. The sharp dichot- 
omies should provide those perspectives. 

Since education was a distinguishing feature, constituting a sharp 
split and a key element in ego identity, it provides the best perspective 
for breaking out some representative types. Forty-two percent of the 
sample did not receive a high school leaving certificate—at best, some 
got its equivalent through vocational schools. At the other extreme, 41 
percent had a higher education. In between, a small middle of 17 per- 
cent left secondary school with either the Abitur (thirteenth year) or the 
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lesser middle certificate (mittlere Reife) upon completion of the eleventh 
year. These three groups can form the bases for profiles of the member- 
ship in its full diversity. 

Beginning with members with only lower education, one finds that 
they were younger on the average. The majority age group (55 percent) 
was born between ıg01 and 1910; the 1891-1900 (20 percent) and 
1911-1915 (19 percent) groups almost equally divided the remainder. 
Thus, one can easily generate three profiles: the mature one, who served 
in the war; the modal individual, who witnessed the war as an adoles- 
cent; and the youth, who had to assume adult responsibilities during 
the depression. 

The modal representative was born in 1909 in northern Germany, 
in a city of between 100,000 and 500,000 population such as Altona 
or Bremen. The family belonged to the Evangelical Lutheran Church. 
Most likely, his father was either a lower civil servant or a white-collar 
employee. Otherwise, the father was a master craftsman with his own 
shop, or a skilled worker holding a valued position in some large manu- 
facturing operation. 

Regardless, his environment did not foster academic aspirations, so 
the boy went no further than the eighth year in Volksschule or the tenth 
year of Mittelschule. Thereafter, he either combined an apprenticeship 
with vocational school to become a white-collar employee, or he ap- 
prenticed into a skilled craft. In either case, he joined the labor force as 
the inflationary crisis peaked. Nevertheless, he worked steadily in his 
chosen occupation. He married either just before the depression, as he 
began to feel established, or he waited until his SD career offered secu- 
rity. When the depression hit, his first career foundered, and he (62 
percent) suffered through a total of twenty-three months of unemploy- 
ment, interspersed with short-lived or odd jobs. Usually, he tried to 
stick to his original occupation, but if he changed, he sought the secu- 
rity of a middle civil-service position, simultaneously developing an in- 
terest in the Movement. 

If he had a political orientation before discovering NS, it was not 
toward the conventional parliamentary parties. He had no party affilia- 
tions, and if anything “political” drew him in, it was one of the völkisch 
leagues that many young people joined. As the Nazi Party rose to prom- 
inence, it attracted his attention. Invited by a friend, he attended an NS 
rally, and what he saw made him feel that this Movement had the an- 
swers to Germany’s problems, with its call for a government of decisive 
authority that stood above petty partisan bickerings. He joined the 
Party in 1931 at age twenty-two. Amid the excitement of the “time of 
struggle,” he joined the SS in June 1932, for reasons he never commit- 
ted to paper, unfortunately. Perhaps its elite pretensions bolstered his 
sagging self-esteem. As a private in his local SS unit, he learned of vari- 
ous job opportunities with the Movement. Perhaps compared with his 
old occupation, or the unpromising position he now had, these jobs 
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seemed more hopeful, especially since they offered participation in the 
making of the new Germany. But his calculations are lost to posterity. 
Regardless, in June of 1933, he took a salaried position as a sergeant 
on the staff of the SD Office in Munich. Why he stood out from so 
many others like him to be chosen for such a job remains the mystery 
of SD recruitment. 

He was promoted to lieutenant in February of 1936. His next two 
promotions came regularly thereafter at one-and-one-half-year intervals 
until he achieved his highest rank, SS captain. He stayed with the SD to 
the end, unless he was one of the few who sought transfer to an active 
military unit, taking a role he had prepared for only in a few reserve 
exercises. Perhaps he also answered a short call to action for the Pol- 
ish campaign. 

For the older counterpart of this profile, a real-life figure will do as 
well as modal statistics. Franz Xavier Helldobler?® was born into the 
home of a Catholic peasant family of Griesbach, Bavaria, on April 19, 
1889. After completing the minimal seventh year of Volksschule, he 
apparently apprenticed as a tailor, his learned occupation and the only 
vocational information his records contain. In 1909, he began a three- 
year military service, which made him subject to mobilization in August 
1914. He served throughout as a sergeant, and in the midst of it all, at 
age 28, married. Upon demobilization, he joined his wife in Munich, 
where the Movement attracted him. In January 1922, he joined Sturm 
Schlageter of the prototype-SA, and in April, the Party itself. Like 
Himmler, he carried a standard in the November Putsch of 1923, and 
quickly rejoined the Party when Hitler reformed it in 1925, receiving 
membership number 792. When the struggle resumed full force, he re- 
joined the SA in 1931. 

As a senior Old Fighter, “personally praised by the Führer,” Hel- 
Idobler was entitled to a significant job in the new order, so in March 
1933, he was transferred into the SS and given command of SD District 
I, Superior Region South (Munich), as a salaried lieutenant. The need 
to create a district office in Munich may have provided sufficient pretext 
to give him the status demanded, but he may not have been up to com- 
mand responsibilities. Within a month, the SD recruited a certified econ- 
omist to manage Helldobler’s organizational and administrative af- 
fairs.°” In less than a year, Helldobler found himself apprenticed to 
Werner Best’s regional staff in Stuttgart, where he remained in various 
staff positions. Still, his recognitions continued at regular intervals until 
his final promotion to SS colonel, but always in staff work. His elevated 
rank is one achievement that distinguishes him from most of the lesser 
educated. 

For the younger member of this educational group, one can do no 
better than Alfred Naujocks or any of his friends, born around 1911 in 
Kiel. No sooner had they finished their apprenticeships than they found 
themselves unemployed victims of the depression. The Movement of- 


146 Inside the SD 


fered answers—both exonerating explanations and employment. 
Through the SS, they found semiemployment in the auxiliary police 
cleaning up the Red quarter, and then they got jobs on Kobelinski’s 
Berlin staff. They “reapprenticed” to become “experts” on some enemy 
of the Movement, rose a little more belatedly in rank than the average, 
but may also have finished as captains before the end. 

Like all SS men, two to three times in his career an SD man had to 
write a short autobiographical statement, the only occasion on which 
most men of this educational level recorded their personal attitudes. Of 
course, he did so with an eye toward impressing his superiors, but he 
had guidelines that told him to be brief and focus on his origins, educa- 
tion, military and vocational record, and political activities, and not 
wax eloquent about ideology. In most cases he followed the guidelines, 
recording a sterile sketch of his past, but if he expressed any feelings 
or vented grievances, he mixed references to enemies who undermined 
Germany with self-pitying references to personal hardship. Those who 
did this seemed to identify totally with “national degradation.” If he 
lost a parent, especially a father in the war, he not only recorded it 
but connected it with any educational disruption or frustrated career 
aspiration. If he failed to complete his educational goals, he gave eco- 
nomic hardships or family problems as the reason. He neither admitted 
failure, blamed persecutors, nor claimed commitment to a higher politi- 
cal calling as the reason. 

If he mentioned an enemy, it was most likely the Republic, whose 
weakness allowed external enemies to keep Germany down. He might 
complain of how he lost one of those short-term depression jobs 
through political “discrimination.” Marxists were his second hate. He 
may have witnessed the 1919 uprising, but more likely he participated 
in some later political combat. Jews were a distant third on his enemies 
list, and he worried not at all about pure blood. One must emphasize, 
however, that in the vast majority of cases, SD men rarely gave any 
insight into their attitudes or prejudices in their routine life histories.*° 

As a final insight, although these men were no more likely than the 
higher educated to have written about their involvement in Nazi vio- 
lence, they more frequently claimed involvement in political crimes dur- 
ing the “struggle for power.” Since they were not actually charged with 
such crimes at a higher rate, this may simply reflect a more macho pos- 
ture in this class. Regardless, they would be the most involved in SS 
violence during the wild phase of the 1933 power seizure. Almost 19 
percent would experience brutalization in the SS Special Commands or 
as auxiliary political police. This was another product of their availabil- 
ity as unemployed SS men.“ 

In summary, the “lower-education group” was still split into large- 
city (47 percent) versus rural (41 percent) backgrounds. In family back- 
grounds, the splits were between white-collar employees and lower civil 
servants on the one hand and craft masters or skilled workers on the 
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other. Only 12 percent were from agricultural families. Socially, 50 per- 
cent came from traditional lower-middle-class families, while 27 percent 
were from the more modern white- (23 percent) or blue-collar (4 per- 
cent) families. Nine percent came from the secure middle class, presum- 
ably the ones who suffered from disrupted educations. This lower- 
education group seems to have lost traditional status, with a net loss of 
26 percent from upper-middle-class and traditional lower-middle-class 
status. Net status gains were achieved by 25 percent who rose from 
white-collar employee and skilled worker families. Unskilled workers 
experienced mobility only from rural to urban. By and large, this group 
represented the traditional lower-middle echelons of society undergoing 
modernization. The sons were making the right moves, but suffered 
more from the depression than the better educated. Although compara- 
ble employment statistics for the general population are not available, 
this group seemed to have fared better than other people their age in 
comparable careers. They did not come primarily from the unemployed 
with the most damaged egos.** But they had at least experienced a tem- 
porary shock and frustration. 

They must have harbored the same resentments, fears, and preju- 
dices as their peers, but directed them most specifically at the systems 
of the Republic and at Marxists. They were the most likely to have seen 
themselves as the typical German “little man,” honest, hard-working 
citizens who had little control over their world, and who were usually 
the recipients of whatever came down on the bad side. Among them, 
however, were also those most available for extreme physical violence 
or direct dirty work. 

Because of unemployment and Party service, a greater percentage 
of them than the better educated found employment in SD offices. Pre- 
dictably, fewer held command and most got office-work positions, but 
for them, this brought elevated status. Furthermore, their SD positions 
provided more-positive ego identities, both in status and role, though 
many like Naujocks were bored by the routine until they rose above 
simple worker status. 

For the small middle group between the educational extremes, its 
modal representative was born in 1903 to a Lutheran family in Magde- 
burg in Prussian Saxony. His father, a middle civil servant, had a better 
appreciation of education as a key to secure middle-class status, so the 
boy at least earned the eleventh-year leaving certificate that entitled him 
to enter the middle civil service. Otherwise, with a little extra formal 
work in a vocational school, he became a bookkeeper, apprenticed in 
Frankfurt. Vocationally, he remained more secure, for when his em- 
ployer folded in 1930, he suffered eleven months of unemployment, but 
then found civil-service security with district governments in Wiesbaden 
and Potsdam, where he weathered the depression quite well. 

Though a staunch nationalist, he too had been apolitical until he 
joined the Party and the SS in 1932. Given his government position, 
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he served as Ic. By 1933, as SS sergeant, he was district intelligence 
officer and an unsalaried SD associate. In spring 1934, he became 
an unsalaried SD member, serving on the staff of Region Brandenburg 
with responsibilities for five different specialties, reporting on such 
diverse subjects as the SPD, the press (domestic and foreign), and 
constitutional-legal affairs. By 1935, as SS lieutenant, he had assumed 
a salaried position and achieved the final rank of major by 1940. 

If he vented personal insights when he wrote an SS autobiographi- 
cal outline, the enemies he identified were those nations that had ganged 
up to keep Germany from her rightful place, and the republican system 
they had forced upon her to perpetuate her weakness. After the war, 
when he visited his parents now living in Cologne, French occupation 
officials had frequently harassed him and arrested him twice for car- 
rying agitational literature. The Communists were a more-distant third 
concern, and Jews worried him even less than they did his associates 
from the other educational groups. His group contained the only men 
to express hostility toward the Old Guard elements of German society 
who had blocked them and hindered progressive trends. Again, one 
must emphasize that such expressions of personal feeling or grievance 
rarely surfaced, and men like this left few clues to the truly formative 
experiences of their lives. 

Surprisingly, these men were the most likely of the three educa- 
tional subsets to have recorded participation in Nazi violence during the 
“time of struggle,” and the most likely to have been charged with a 
political crime. A greater percentage were involved in political fights, 
killings, and bombings. They were close behind their less-educated peers 
in additional brutalization through involvement in SS actions during the 
1933 “power seizure.” Of those so involved, most served as auxiliary 
political policemen—an escape from unemployment. 

More solidly lower-middle class in origin, this group may have 
suffered the most status loss. Forty percent apparently declined from 
their father’s social status (although much of this may have been struc- 
tural mobility), while only 19 percent improved their status. Thirteen 
percent were unable to get the higher education they wanted, usually 
because of economic hardship. All this frustration may account for their 
greater political activism. Nevertheless, they were more aggressively 
modern in both their pursuit of education and their choice of careers. 
Although they suffered slightly less from unemployment than the less- 
well-educated, they may have suffered more underemployment. And al- 
though perhaps more aggressively modern, they seem to have had an- 
other internal split between those who found reward in their efforts, 
and those who were frustrated, at least until SD careers offered a more 
appropriate status. 

Because of greater Party activism and availability due to underem- 
ployment, they also tended to find salaried SD positions more readily 
than the highest-educated group. Probably because of their better train- 
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ing for office management, there were more command and higher staff 
positions for them than the less educated. 

The other large group, those who experienced higher education, re- 
quire two subsets to profile them properly. Representing by and large 
the older membership, they consist of the modal profile, the younger 
member born between ıg901 and 1910, and a member of the war gener- 
ation, born before 1900. 

The modal profile was born in 1902, son of a Lutheran, middle- 
rank civil servant in a small town in Saxony. After the proper prepara- 
tory education, he attended the universities of Freiburg, Halle, Bonn, 
and Leipzig, studying law. In 1926 he passed the first state exam, and 
passed the assessor exam in 1929. Typically, he married only after 
achieving his full professional status in the higher civil service. 

He joined the Party in summer 1932, after membership had become 
safe for civil servants, but the Movement had attracted his interest and 
sympathy earlier. It certainly did not hurt his civil service career when 
he joined the SS-SD in summer 1933. The SD needed qualified civil 
servants and offered more leverage for advancement. This was not en- 
tirely opportunism, however, for he had been serving the SD as V-man 
since he had joined the Party, and worked as an unsalaried associate in 
the regional staff office for his probational period of seven months. He 
continued as an unsalaried member on the regional staff for three years. 
Then, in November 1936, he became an SS second lieutenant and a 
staff officer for SD Superior Region Dresden and began his rise through 
the officer ranks, still unsalaried. During the early war years, as a sala- 
ried major, he commanded an SD Superior Region in the territories 
reincorporated from Poland. Before the end he was serving on the staff 
of the Reich Security Main Office, perhaps as a lieutenant colonel and 
superior government counselor. He never saw military service. 

Dr. Hermann Miiller can serve as his older counterpart. He was 
born Catholic on May 30, 1891, in a small town in the Pfalz. As the 
son of a gymnasium teacher, he naturally pursued higher education. 
After completing the Abitur in 1909 and the minimal one year of mili- 
tary service, he attended the universities of Munich, Heidelberg, and 
Würzburg, studying medicine until 1914. For the duration of the war 
he served as military physician, passing his state exam in 1916. After 
the war, he turned to private practice.** 

The Party became Müller’s first political involvement in 1922, when 
in his early thirties he assumed local leadership and served on his town 
council. After a lapse, he rejoined the new Party in 1925 and the resur- 
rected SA. He led a small SA unit, and became a Party speaker and 
a local leader. Like most doctors, he was not unemployed during the 
depression, but probably suffered significant declines in his income and 
standard of living. He claimed, however, that it was his involvement in 
the political struggle that caused him professional injury. After the vic- 
tory came his rewards: he became mayor of his town. His troubles were 
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only beginning, however, for he had difficulties with the SA and “inca- 
pable people” maligned him, pursuing their self-serving goals while he 
tried to combat the harmful elements within the Party, so he had to 
surrender his Party office. In July 1934, he transferred to the SS-SD, 
which had just emerged as the cleansing agent of the Movement. Miiller 
defined Germany’s enemies as those within the Movement who pre- 
vented it from being what it should be, and he pledged himself to keep- 
ing the local leadership clean, simple, and suitable. 

SD Superior Region South took him in as an SS lieutenant and un- 
salaried member assigned to field post Freising. Beginning his SD career 
at age foury-three, he rose at regular intervals, reaching the rank of 
major by 1940. From all indications, he remained active in his profes- 
sion, serving continually as an unsalaried member. Müller did not 
marry until after 1936, at age forty-five. Perhaps the political struggle 
had to abate before he could turn his attention to a family. 

Unemployment was not characteristic of this group; only 13 per- 
cent of them recorded it, for an average of about nineteen months. Un- 
deremployment, loss of income, and with it a decline in their all- 
important status was, nevertheless, possibly more traumatic for such 
men than for blue-collar workers inured to the cycle of joblessness.*° 

If these educated members expressed their feelings and grievances 
in their SS autobiographical sketches, first Marxism and then the repub- 
lican system emerged as the key enemies. Hostile nations were third in 
rank. The Catholic Church and Jewry ranked lower at fourth and fifth 
respectively, although these members expressed more anti-Semitism 
than any other group. The educated shared slightly less than the least 
formally schooled associates the sense of having suffered personally. 
More of them, however, blamed Catholics or Jews ensconced in the 
Republican system. They included the only person who expressed con- 
cern with moral decay. They talked about being involved in violence 
about as much as the lower educated and claimed more involvement in 
political crimes than their high-school counterparts, but they were by 
far the least likely to be charged with such crimes. 

Among the educated, there was another sharp dichotomy, because 
they were not all typical of their class. Among the families that usually 
provided university students, the upper and middle civil service and the 
landowners and farmers were all grossly underrepresented. Representa- 
tives of military officer, business and industrial elite, and middle- and 
lower-class white-collar families were at par. Sons of professional fami- 
lies (20 percent of the sample) far exceed the norm (6 to 9 percent). 
More important, the usually underrepresented lower civil service, Army 
sergeants, and peasant and blue-collar families (6 to 8 percent all told, 
normally) provided 29 percent. If one adds to these “outsiders” the sons 
of middle and lower white-collar, old lower-middle-class, and perhaps 
also farmer families, 45 percent of the higher educated represented ag- 
gressively modernizing young men, likely to encounter the most obsta- 
cles to career entry, and most likely to have experienced social snub- 
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bing. Nazi calls for the removal of social barriers would have drawn 
them, and the “open-careers” ideal of the SS and SD must have been as 
compelling as their own “opportunism.” Their opposites, the sons of 
the educated elite, would more likely have seen NS and SD as vehicles 
for preserving the threatened values they pursued in their educations 
and careers.* 

At least 16 percent of this group failed to complete their program 
of higher education, while 63 percent earned a university degree (35 
percent doctorates). Only one admitted having “failed” academically; 
the majority who did not complete claimed some economic or other 
hardship. In contrast with any other group, 24 percent claimed to have 
abandoned their education for political activity. One can only guess 
whether this represented real NS commitment or merely a rationaliza- 
tion they expected to go down well with SS superiors. Much of their 
political activity was as students, some fighting “Black” (Catholic) or 
Jewish influences in their schools. Those who felt themselves victims 
of discrimination usually encountered it either there or in their early 
professional careers. 

Although there may have been another dichotomy here—a cleavage 
between those who earned lesser Hochschule degrees (37 percent) and 
university graduates (63 percent), especially those who earned doctor- 
ates (35 percent)—it is not likely that this was a split between nonintel- 
lectuals and intellectuals. The majority (58 percent) pursued govern- 
ment careers, with free professions and business management sharing 
second place (22 percent each), and technical degrees in third (18 per- 
cent). Only if one combines academics (20 percent), journalists (9 per- 
cent), and artists (7 percent) was the second-largest group in “intellec- 
tual” careers. None of this speaks clearly, however, to intellectual ego 
identities. If there was another split here, it was probably in status iden- 
tity between the educated elite and those with no credentials or with 
nonuniversity credentials. 

The strongest single identity likely among this group would be that 
of professional status (Berufstand), which among Germans entailed 
more of a sense of premodern status and calling than in contemporary 
America. Both the Weimar and Nazi eras were periods of great stress 
for German professionals, and many were drawn to Nazism. Due to 
Nazi hostility toward most professions, however, the relationship re- 
mained stressful to the end.*” Within Sipo and SD, the conflicts experi- 
enced by lawyers, bureaucrats, and intellectuals became increasingly 
acute after 1936. As the educated sought to professionalize their 
branches commensurate with their ego images, they ran afoul of “SS- 
ification.” 

Perhaps this tension best explains why the higher-educated group 
more commonly severed its ties with the SD, with almost equal fre- 
quency during the period after 1936 and again after the invasion of 
Russia and the beginning of full-scale genocide. There seems to have 
been a direct correlation between level of education and a tendency to 


152 Inside the SD 


move from or break with the SD: 21 percent lower education; 27 per- 
cent high school; 32 percent higher education. For the less educated, 
there was simply a fairly steady, low rate of withdrawal. High-school 
graduates displayed a more steadily increasing rate of withdrawal over 
the years. However, the rate doubled after 1936. They were most likely 
to leave the SD temporarily for military service during the war, but 
returned before it was over. With the higher educated, the rate of with- 
drawal rose most rapidly after June 30, 1934, peaking in the period 
after 1936. It dropped radically during the early war years, bursting 
forth again after the invasion of Russia. It is as though they, more than 
the other groups, encountered conflicts of some sort with either the real- 
ity of the SD as it actually developed or between the ideals or missions 
of the SD and the new establishment of the Third Reich. Again, such 
crises of identity increased as Sipo and SD assumed its wartime missions 
related to genocide. Of course, during peacetime, it was easier for the 
higher educated to return to esteemed professions, especially after the 
resumption of economic prosperity. That option does not preclude, 
however, crises of idealistic identity. It merely facilitated the separation 
without loss of status. 

Overall, among the entire early membership, the social diversity, 
especially several stark dichotomies, is more striking than any signs of 
predispositions to their future roles. Rarely did these men express any 
grievance, fears, prejudices, or hostilities in autobiographical state- 
ments: collectively, 13 percent were hostile to the republican system; 
13.5 percent were anti-Marxist (11 percent anti-Communist), 8 percent 
were hostile to foreign powers, 3 percent were anti-Semitic, and 2.5 
percent were hostile to Catholicism. No one expressed concern about 
Himmler’s other major bogeyman, Freemasonry, and only one or two 
had preoccupations with society’s “morality” problems, like homosexu- 
ality or “filth and smut.” Only three or four expressed resentments 
against capitalists or the old guard. This group hardly seems outstand- 
ing for its hates and prejudices, given its environment. They had the 
proper Nazi concern for their real major enemy, the Communists,** and 
directed appropriate hostility toward the Republic. 

Once Hitler’s regime held power, albeit tenuously, they focused 
rapidly and naturally on those within the Movement who could dis- 
credit it or pervert its “idealistic” course. The socially and educationally 
elitist element inevitably manifested its disdain for the riffraff and op- 
portunists in the Movement and even in its own SD ranks. Indoctrina- 
tion and time in a redefined consensus reality would be required for 
them to focus on Masons, Jews, and Catholics as the major enemies. 

Equally heterogeneous are the several, often overlapping ego identi- 
ties that could have drawn men to the SD or could have developed after 
entry. They raise the question of analysis from a psychological per- 
spective. 





Toward a 
Theoretical 
Perspective 


The clues to the significance of self-images or ego identities in some of 
the modal subsets in chapter 6 encourage one to look for links be- 
tween them and the different missions and images within Sipo and SD. 
The analysis of SD membership also suggests the relevance of theories 
about “sanctioned violence” developed by Herbert Kelman, a social 
psychologist. He rejects all explanations based on any abnormality 
among the perpetrators, arguing instead that most participants are “or- 
dinary men” drawn into committing such acts.! His theories cast light 
on how such a heterogeneous group involved themselves in sanctioned 
violence. 


Theories About “Ordinary Men” 


Kelman argues that normal persons respond to social influences in 
three basic ways: compliance, identification, and internalization. In 
compliance, one accepts influence, doing what one perceives that others 
want done. One does so to earn reward or acceptance or to avoid pun- 
ishment or rejection. Compliant behavior has little to do with one’s 
private beliefs. In identification, one adopts behavior associated with a 
satisfying, self-defining relationship. Such a role relationship becomes 
part of one’s self-image. One copies behavior that seems to go with the 
role. Kelman sees identification as a key part of normal socialization 
processes, including professionalization, and of the forming of group 
identities. It differs from compliance in that one gradually believes in 
the adopted behavior. Yet the behavior is acted out only when one is 
playing the role. Though accepted personally, the behavior may not be- 
come part of one’s personal value system. In contrast, in internalization 
one accepts influences because they are congruent with one’s value sys- 
tem. Although a person may be more susceptible to one of these three 


153 


154 Inside the SD 


responses, all may be at work simultaneously. A single response rarely 
appears in pure form. ? 

Paralleling these three responses are three orientations to political 
processes: rule, role, and value orientation. These are different ways 
that one relates to the nation-state or any other unit that commands 
obedience and loyalty. They also are not mutually exclusive and may 
work in any combination, although one may be predominant.’ 

A rule-oriented person follows rules to avoid trouble. One expects 
authority to uphold the rules and provide security and order. In return, 
as a citizen or member, one complies passively and minimally to protect 
one’s interests, because one plays only subsidiary roles and participates 
only minimally in the benefits of citizenship. Such a person seems to be 
morally underdeveloped because, in his perception, neither the state’s 
actions nor his actions in response to official demands are relevant to 
moral principles. One’s responsibility here is to follow the rules, while 
authority is responsible for the consequences. One protests these conse- 
quences only when they cause threats to one’s security, thus violating 
the presumed contract of compliance. Although “personality” might 
produce such an orientation, it more commonly results from a socializa- 
tion of compliance, produced by life experiences that one feels incapable 
of affecting. Thus, low levels of education, occupation, or social status 
are conducive to such socialization.* 

One sees some rule orientation in the character, roles, and behavior 
of some SD members. Those among them who were mostly rule ori- 
ented would have done their jobs with little sense of responsibility for 
the consequences. On the other hand, unless other conditioning inter- 
vened, they would not have been creative or zealous in committing 
sanctioned violence, Such an orientation should have been strongest 
among the lower educated who simply found a secure job in Sipo or 
SD. Any identification with SS, SD, Gestapo, or Kripo roles would have 
complemented their responses with role orientation. 

A role-oriented person feels that one must obey and support au- 
thority because it maintains the legitimacy of the system and secures the 
status of the nation, the unit, and one’s self. One supportively executes 
policies because one identifies with one’s role, which one sees as signifi- 
cant to society’s affairs. One also perceives one’s share in the benefits 
of the system as significant. Such a person’s moral development also 
seems incomplete, because he perceives that the system operates under 
a special set of moral principles and that one’s moral obligations to the 
system override personal morality. One protests only against conse- 
quences that threaten one’s status. Socialization through identification 
shapes this orientation and results commonly from the life experiences 
of those with middle levels of education, occupation, and social status.’ 

if as many Sipo and SD members were role oriented as the data on 
them would indicate, their identities with their police or SD positions 
were especially compelling motives. Those positions restored any lost 
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status and provided a sense of serving Germany much more appropri- 
ately to their abilities. Such men should have dutifully participated in 
sanctioned violence as part of maintaining the order with which they 
identified. They would have been as creative as necessary in doing so; 
however, their responses could have been complicated by value orienta- 
tions. 

A value-oriented person takes an active part in formulating and 
evaluating policies. One expects legitimate authority to uphold true val- 
ues and to pursue policies reflecting those values. One sees one’s duty 
as being both active and critical toward policies because one sees oneself 
as sharing ownership and management of the system from which one 
benefits greatly. The actions of the system and one’s duties must be 
consistent with one’s personal moral principles. Thus, such a person 
would seem to be morally mature. One’s support of the system can be 
firm, but conditional, for one will object to consequences that violate 
one’s values. Socialization that produces a value orientation occurs 
more easily among those who benefit from high levels of education, 
occupation, and status.® 

The description of the higher-educated subset of SD members 
would argue for the presence of both role and value orientation among 
them, most likely simultaneously. Their patterns of withdrawal from 
the SD reinforce the sense that with each step up in educational level, they 
tended to have formed more value identities with the SD rather than sim- 
ply a status (role) identity. Thus, there was a corresponding tendency to 
experience conflicts between those identities and emerging realities. 

Complicating the functioning of a value orientation, the values of 
any system (the Nazis in general or the SS or SD in particular) are not 
singular, objectively identifiable, and universally shared. Some may be 
widely shared, others are shared by different groups to different degrees. 
Even those considered basic by everyone in the system can be subject to 
sharply differing interpretations. Even mutually contradictory values 
can claim authenticity in the same system.’ Thus, a value orientation 
can bind one to a system without the need for an ideological consensus. 
There need only be an ideological conjunction that enables one to over- 
look the violation or endangerment of some values as long as one’s 
more pressing needs and values seem to be served. 

Although there seems to be a class bias in Kelman’s theories about 
what encourages each orientation, he actually warns against such inter- 
pretation. His research indicates that although there are significant cor- 
relations between levels of education or status and orientations, they 
are neither absolute nor unilateral. Also, to emphasize lower-class avail- 
ability for crimes of obedience “is to ignore the central part that higher 
status. . . actors play in producing such crimes. . . . Thus, any analy- 
sis implying that crimes of obedience result from the moral deficiencies 
of the lower classes misses the social-structural realities within which 
these crimes take shape.” 3 
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Kelman and associates conclude that although other factors like 
personality or moral development will affect how one responds to au- 
thority’s orders, political orientation plays the more significant role.? 
Furthermore, one single such orientation rarely acts in isolation. A com- 
plex synthesis of forces usually produces the individual’s response to a 
specific order or complex of orders. The value of identifying the differ- 
ent Orientations is that they enable one to hear the several voices with 
which an actor may have been speaking when he gave the rationaliza- 
tion, “I had to obey orders.” 

All three orientations encourage one to obey legitimate authority 
under most circumstances. They vary in the quality of the obedience 
and the circumstances under which one is likely to resist. The rule- 
oriented obey blindly, but stand outside of authority and do not neces- 
sarily share its definitions. They may not obey unless closely observed 
and subject to punishment. Likewise, the value oriented may stand 
apart from authority in the sense that they feel empowered to judge it or 
question its definitions. They demand consistency with their internalized 
values. Only the role oriented have so identified with authority that they 
may not be able to stand outside its definitions and see any reason to 
question. The value oriented are more likely to have the cognitive skills 
or motivational inclinations to challenge authority, but only if they see 
it deviating from their most fundamental values.'” 

As the analysis of rule orientation reveals, the popular image of the 
blindly obedient $S automaton does not provide an ideal orientation for 
building a dynamic organization. And as we shall see, the SS did not 
especially pursue it. By the same token, the fanatic true believer would 
be value oriented, a dynamic but not necessarily reliable agent. Instead, 
we shall see that SD leaders employed a combination of role and value 
appeals in their efforts to socialize Sipo and SD members. When this 
approach worked, the members could be harnessed together into a truly 
dynamic “instrument of power and terror.” But the resultant dynamic 
also meant that the organization and its members rarely functioned as 
controlled and disciplined men in the traditional authoritarian sense. 

The analysis of the police showed that although some may have 
submitted to Nazi command compliantly and acted only out of rule 
orientation, their socialization was mostly that of their role-oriented 
professional subculture. The purpose of fusing the police with the SD 
was to infect their role orientation with the SD’s value orientation. So 
infected, their role orientation would bind them to the NS leadership. 
Kelman argues that the role oriented “may obey without question and 
often with enthusiasm to the point of committing crimes of obedience. 
Their sense of obligation to obey may be linked to an overriding loyalty 
to their leader or to commitment to a transcendent mission in which 
they see themselves as active partners.” "! 

Obviously, the role of the transcendent mission can be reinforced 
by a value orientation on which that mission centers. When role and 
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mission become fused in one’s identity, a truly powerful force can ob- 
scure other value conflicts. Thus, one acquires an overriding obligation 
to obey, especially when one has a higher mission that supersedes other 
moral scruples, National well-being, national security, and stopping 
godless Communism qualified as transcendent missions for many pro- 
fessional policemen and SS men alike. “Racial health” qualified equally 
well as a mission for many educated men in early twentieth century 
western societies.1? 

Erik Erikson provided insight into the needs that can make role 
identity or value orientation overwhelmingly powerful. His description 
of the development of ego autonomy explains how people are driven to 
develop social roles and status that support the ego. As Kelman empha- 
sized, when an individual identifies with an organization or its mission, 
he generates internal pressure to advance within the organization and 
to protect and expand its jurisdictions.” Clearly, from the beginning, 
each branch of Sipo and SD provided its members with highly positive 
role identities. We shall see how the members sought to enrich those 
identities with even more gratifying roles, missions, and ideals. 

By the same token, the division of labor among the several branches 
shunted the more distasteful aspects of sanctioned violence onto another 
group whose different organizational identity did not taint one’s iden- 
tity. Here the combining of several seemingly incompatible groups into 
Sipo and SD contributed to the process, for it was “the other guy” or 
“that other organization” that did the dirty work. Since the value ori- 
ented believe that each is responsible for the consequences of his own 
actions, division of labor can enable them to deflect responsibility onto 
others, as contradictory as that may seem. The lower-status rule obeyers 
and role players can be held responsible for some undesirable aspects 
of their action, seen by the value oriented as peripheral to the larger 
transcendent mission that motivates them.!* 

Nevertheless, all involved had to succumb to dehumanization or 
brutalization to play their ultimate roles in sanctioned violence. Label- 
ing the SS and Gestapo as criminal organizations has led to theories 
about mechanisms that transformed their members into mass murder- 
ers. For instance, some organized criminals require that their members 
“be blooded” —commit murder—thereby bonding them to the in-group 
as unacceptable to normal society. It has been alleged that Hitler was 
taken with this idea of Blutkitt (blood bonding), and that the SS 
adopted it, as illustrated by the practice of training recruits at concen- 
tration camps.'° 

Unfortunately, this theory distorts the nature of the training and 
presumes a conscious, official policy of criminalization within all 
branches of the SS that is not consistent with the evidence, especially for 
Sipo and SD. Although men like Otto Ohlendorf claimed that Heydrich 
assigned them to lead Einsatzgruppen as a policy of Blutkitt, that may 
be the rationalization of a brutalized executioner trying to explain his 


158 Inside the SD 


own failure. Such possibilities bring into focus the historian’s problem 
of delimiting the extent to which mechanisms like authorization, bol- 
stering, routinization, and dehumanization were consciously employed 
or merely natural extensions of functional processes. 

Studies of “normal” murderers, as opposed to professional or serial 
killers, suggest that their moral restraints collapsed suddenly in a crisis 
that unleashed murderous violence. They were not necessarily dehu- 
manized in ways that facilitate repetition of murder. In contrast, most 
Sipo and SD executioners differed from this pattern on two points. 
First, reaching their “crisis point” usually involved a gradual process. 
Although the experience had to differ greatly among individuals, there 
were undoubtedly cohorts who shared experiences. For instance, some 
early cohort-generating experiences were physical combat during the 
“time of struggle,” the “wild” terrorizing of enemies during 1933, and 
then the Röhm purge. Finally, “legally” eliminating public enemies be- 
came their sanctioned role. 

Such group involvement had the added effect of bolstering, but the 
uniquely extreme incentive for conformity provided by a police-state 
atmosphere generated both extraordinary pressures and an alibi for 
those who succumbed. Such pressures worked especially on the non- 
Nazi professional policemen and bureaucrats who continued to “do 
their jobs.” Already under role pressure to do their duty, they experi- 
enced an escalation of pressures with the arrival of growing numbers of 
men in their ranks wearing NS uniforms and openly professing their 
Nazism. These interlopers were perceived as informers. Thus, both con- 
formity and identity pressures spiraled upward into a competition to 
parrot the correct ideas and show appropriate behavior. One had to see 
the “rightness” in all this or break under the strain. One could not 
simply be a parrot, one had to believe and act out those beliefs.'° How- 
ever, this did not preclude seeing the baseness and stupidity in the acts 
and beliefs of others in Sipo and SD and feeling morally and intellectu- 
ally smug about one’s superiority over them, a posture typical in the 
testimonies of former members. 


Testing for “Abnormal Men” 


Social-psychological theories minimize the significance of “person- 
ality” for explaining mass susceptibility to sanctioned violence. In con- 
trast, a well-established tradition has sought explanations in the flawed 
character of the Nazi participants. No broadly accepted analyses have 
emerged, however.'” Psychohistorians have focused on Hitler and Nazi 
leaders, revealing their psychopathologies. Expanding upon such psy- 
chohistorical contributions has required establishing convincing connec- 
tions between the psychopathology of the Jeader, the masses he mobi- 
lized, and the historical events that ensued. Much of this literature has 
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focused on authoritarian and compulsive character structure that alleg- 
edly explains German receptiveness. Unfortunately, all such efforts 
founder on the problem that the identified personality traits or shared 
experiences were held in common by Germans and non-Germans, by 
pro- and anti-Nazis.'? 

Nevertheless, opinion remains polarized over how pathological the 
Nazi membership was, especially SS men. Given the nature of Nazi in- 
humanity, one easily assumes that the perpetrators had to be sick. They 
constituted an aberrant minority, mobilized by Nazi leadership to domi- 
nate and direct the more passively receptive majority and to perform 
criminal acts.!? Although almost all serious scholars realize that only 
a few SS men were “abnormal,” the assumption of some pathology 
often prevails.”° 

Others argue that the vast majority of perpetrators were men who 
under most conditions would have led normal lives had not environ- 
ments, such as those in the SS, criminalized them. This might be called 
an argument for marginal pathology, for most such approaches assume 
that the perpetrators were more susceptible to criminalization because 
of characteristics such as those of “authoritarian personalities.” Thus, 
organizations like the SS supposedly recruited such personality types 
and criminalized them in a high-pressure environment that perverted 
norms and submerged the individual under total discipline.?! 

Such analyses founder on the reality of Sipo and SD. Most members 
of Sipo were neither the products of SS discipline nor devoted Nazis. 
Some at worst jumped on the bandwagon early, but most joined late or 
never. The SS men among them were SD members, few of whom ac- 
quired the blind “cadaver obedience” through the model training pro- 
cesses of the Waffen SS. Recent studies?” and this book question gener- 
alizations about their self-submerging obedience and blind loyalty to 
certain leaders or the Movement. The diverse ways in which Sipo and 
SD drew together heterogeneous personnel militated against any special 
appeals to certain personality types. 

Given the persistence of “authoritarian personality” theories, how- 
ever, one should test them against the evidence about early SD mem- 
bers. Original formulators of the authoritarian personality model now 
acknowledge that personality is more subject to development through- 
out life than originally presumed.?? For instance, some sociocultural en- 
vironments are more conducive to underdeveloped social flexibility and 
empathy, and that produces the personality. The roots of these defi- 
ciencies lie not just in the authoritarian family but in any environmental 
deprivation: lack of education, rural isolation, or membership in a dis- 
advantaged minority, an isolating dogmatic religious organization, or 
an isolating socioeconomic stratum.** These more observable phenom- 
ena offer possibilities for testing arguments that authoritarian personali- 
ties prevailed among the members. 
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Low Level of Education 


Paralleling Kelman’s theories, studies of authoritarian traits usually 
indicate strong reverse correlations with levels of education: the higher 
the level of education, the lower the scores on tests for authoritarianism. 
At first sight this would indicate a marked division within the SD, but 
the problem is more complex. Some research questions the correlation 
between education and authoritarianism, and also the presumed advan- 
tage of liberal studies over career-oriented education.” Research on in- 
tellectual development explains this apparent lack of correlation by 
demonstrating that the effectiveness of education in broadening thought 
patterns depends more on the quality of instruction and the general 
institutional environment than on quantity or subject matter.?° Devel- 
opmentally, educational effectiveness requires confronting students with 
conflicts among authorities, and with instructors who model the role of 
learner more than that of intellectual authority. Instructional or institu- 
tional authoritarianism or negative student peer environments can de- 
stroy the developmental potential of higher education. Recent analysis 
of the university environments of the late Empire and the Republic sug- 
gest that their graduates received mostly illiberal socialization.” 

Consequently, education is not the great divider one might expect. 
It should have decreased authoritarian tendencies—how significantly, 
no one knows—in early twentieth-century Germany, probably less than 
today. Too many other possible influences intervene, however.”® 

The significance of these considerations becomes greater when one 
adds research and theory about relations between intellectual and ethi- 
cal development.’ For one example, research focused on the theory of 
William Perry?” suggests that most of the characteristics labeled “au- 
thoritarian” are also functions of how reality appears to one in an im- 
mature or “dualistic” stage of intellectual development. Perry’s model 
describes three major stages of intellectual development occurring from 
adolescence throughout adulthood, a progression that can be altered by 
retreat, temporizing, or escape, including, presumably, indefinite regres- 
sion or stagnation. Growth proceeds as a natural human tendency, sub- 
ject to stimulation and discouragement. Cognitive dissonance provides 
stimuli when the person can integrate the dissonant perspectives into a 
higher synthesis or perception of reality rather than deflecting the disso- 
nance. Maturation apparently occurs best in environments that balance 
structured conflicts with support, thus encouraging growth. Highly sta- 
ble, isolating, authoritarian environments do not normally stimulate 
maturation. 

In contrast to theories like Perry’s that describe development as a 
sequential process (cumulative stages through which everyone must 
pass), other theories perceive growth as a more dialectical and highly 
variable process. However, maturation is still defined as developing an 
increasingly more inclusive way of thinking—an ability to deal with 
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more of the apparent contradictions with which reality confronts us. 
Most significantly, all these studies show close correlations between in- 
tellectual development and the ability to make independent moral judg- 
ments and to act on them, while accepting responsibility. Unfortunately, 
the field of adult or post-Piagetian developmental psychology is so 
young that it has gained neither recognition nor strong coherence 
among its separate theories.*! Nevertheless, it already points to richer 
perspectives from which to view human susceptibility to sanctioned vio- 
lence, and to new ways of measuring that susceptibility. Specifically, 
research on Perry’s theory has established markers or “flags” of intellec- 
tual immaturity. One can use them to detect symptoms of relative intel- 
lectual immaturity in the ideas of historical figures. Of course, this re- 
quires a solid grasp of the historical context of the words and the 
cultural relativity of the flags, to guard against misinterpretation.’? 

Specifically, the initial or dualistic stage in Perry’s model resembles 
most definitions of one type of intellectual immaturity. In that state one 
perceives knowledge as absolute. One lives in a world of Right and 
Wrong, True and False, We and They. Education is the process of learn- 
ing the right answers that authority gives us. On the positive side, dual- 
ism teaches that there are values that must be observed. Such dualistic 
perceptions complement Kelman’s rule orientation. 

Perry’s second stage, multiplicity, is also generally accepted as a 
type of intellectual immaturity. “All things are relative,” “there is no 
truth,” and “everything is just a matter of opinion” characterize the 
multiplistic perception of knowledge and reality. On the positive side, 
multiplicity can ultimately depict education as the process of learning 
“how” to know. 

As one matures by integrating dualistic and multiplistic perspec- 
tives, authority may become divided into valid and invalid authority 
depending on supposed ability to see and reveal clearly where true and 
false are distinguishable. The good teacher (leader) provides clear and 
simple answers. 

In nonhierarchical models, dualism and multiplicity are not sequen- 
tial stages, but two of the poles among which one evolves. In common, 
however, all theories have similar models of immature thinking. Thus, 
despite the formative level of these theories about adult intellectual de- 
velopment, there is a clear consensus on the symptoms of intellectual 
immaturity and the empowerment that comes with maturity. 

This brief summary obscures the subtle complexities of such mod- 
els. They are plagued by potentials for cultural and historical relativity, 
but they complement both social and personality theory. Research on 
different rates of maturation among students suggests that person- 
ality probably affects the rate or course of intellectual maturation. Nev- 
ertheless, the total developmental experience of most adults seems to 


enable them to assert some autonomy in relation to behavioral determi- 
nants. 
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Most significantly, research suggests that social and ethical develop- 
ment are functions of intellectual and cognitive development.*? But the 
resultant orientations are not predictable. For instance, one in dualist 
stages might experience high levels of conflict between traditional moral 
commitments and any contradictory position. A “Catholic peasant” 
could be value oriented in a way that would lead to early and total 
alienation from Nazism. In contrast, the seeming lack of ambiguity in 
Nazi pronouncements about traditional values could lead a “confused 
urban youth” to reject other authorities and values as false or weak. He 
could retreat from ambiguity into the complete security of the True 
authority, Hitler, acquiring a value orientation to Nazism. On the other 
hand, development heavily oriented toward multiplicity often entails 
moral relativism. Without the dualist’s catechism or any consciously 
evaluated ethical commitments that come with maturity, a “university 
student or young graduate” might have fewer qualms about surren- 
dering such an ephemeral thing as moral responsibility to responsible 
officials or about sacrificing a “traditional humanistic value” in a 
“struggle for survival.” 34 

Research shows that in the United States the process of adult intel- 
lectual development begins in adolescence, develops slowly, and rarely 
reaches mature levels among those studied. Research on a similar idea, 
cognitive complexity, suggests that only 15 percent of the population is 
cognitively complex.?> 

In addition to adding new dimensions, development theory also 
provides a corrective for a possible bias in Kelman’s theory that comes 
from his reliance on Kohlberg’s scale of moral maturity. Kelman’s rule- 
role-value orientations are linear to the extent that his research indicates 
a correlation with Kohlberg’s three levels of moral development—pre- 
conventional, conventional, and postconventional, respectively. Thus, 
the rule oriented (lower educated, lower class) seem to operate at a 
lower level of moral development, despite his warnings against such 
presumptions. The value oriented (higher educated, etc.) seem to oper- 
ate at mature levels of moral development. Only they will resist on the 
grounds of principle.” The trap is that the data do indicate a correla- 
tion. Kohlberg’s postconventional stage of moral development may be 
a modal characteristic of the value oriented, but should not be a part 
of the definition. As the model for dualistic ethical immaturity indicates, 
strong value orientation can also relate to moral immaturity and lower 
levels of education. Such complexity illustrates why no single likely de- 
terminant correlates strongly with a particular political orientation. It 
may also help us understand in later analysis how some of the highly 
educated, socially privileged, apparently value-oriented members of Sipo 
and SD could be so complexly different in their responses. Some exam- 
ples illustrate the scope of the problem. 

Eduard Strauch studied law through the assessor’s exam, fully qual- 
ifying him for his eventual ranks of superior government counselor in 
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the Gestapo and SS lieutenant colonel. As head of Einsatz units in Lat- 
via and White Russia, he won his superior’s praise for outstanding abil- 
ity “to master opposition of all sorts.” He was “extraordinarily calm 
or deliberate” (Kaltbliitiger). Other superiors, however, criticized him 
severely for his lack of empathy (“Er vermag sich schlecht in andere 
Menschen einzufithlen”), which hindered his judgment of men and his 
leadership ability, and led to conflicts with colleagues that could have 
been avoided. He was suspicious and distrustful, especially of subordi- 
nates, and excessively judgmental.?” Both positive and negative com- 
mentary describe the traditional qualities of an “authoritarian personal- 
ity.” Strauch’s performance record shows that he succumbed to 
legitimized violence. 

Obviously, his route through classical gymnasium and university, 
with its highly vaunted emphasis on Bildung, had little humanizing ef- 
fect on him. Whatever predispositions or acquired traits had made him 
susceptible to ethical breakdown, such Bildung did not sufficiently de- 
velop him to overcome them and prepare himself to cope successfully 
with the moral crises he would confront. Whatever level of intellectual 
maturity the student might achieve in academic affairs, very little in the 
educational experience induced transference to a more pervasive level 
of intellectual and ethical maturity in the person. Not only was he un- 
prepared to resist legitimized violence, but his “coldbloodedness” in no 
way shielded him from the resultant psychic strain. He lapsed into alco- 
holism and finally epilepsy. 

Another example indicates that higher education can fail to induce 
mature thinking even in the academic realm itself. Friedrich Polte would 
also become an SS lieutenant colonel, heading SD Superior Region Vi- 
enna after the Anschluss. Over a six-year period, he had attended sev- 
eral universities, studying history, geography, political economy, and 
sociology, until he abandoned work on his doctorate for SD employ- 
ment. When he wrote an SS autobiographical sketch, he described his 
studies as a “revolutionary mission.” By studying the “racial forces in 
history,” he expected to extract the “factual evidence” to expose inter- 
national conspiracies.’® This advanced student perceived education, 
learning, and knowledge as the extraction of discrete facts from a welter 
of less-relevant facts to prove what valid authority already knew. Such 
an attitude is not unique among scholars today, and may have been 
more prevalent then. 

In another revealing passage, Polte admitted that his judgment had 
retarded entry into the Party, because he had been overly critical at not 
finding “clarity” in its position vis-a-vis religion and Rome. Only in the 
winter of 1931 to 1932 did he settle the issue with himself and join.*? 
In both passages, he wrote like one coping unsuccessfully with transi- 
tion from dualistic to more sophisticated levels of awareness. At first he 
had doubts about the legitimacy of the Movement, because of its ambig- 
uous stance on such a “black-and-white” issue as religion. Perhaps 
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when he abandoned his doubts and embraced the authority of the 
Movement, he had retreated from even greater ambiguities he was dis- 
covering in his world.*° Obviously, the universities failed to facilitate 
significant development in his case. 

Some of Peter Merkl’s quotations from autobiographical sketches 
of early Nazis focus strikingly on students whose rigidly dualistic per- 
spectives made them uncomfortable in educational environments that 
sought vainly to develop their maturity. Such students became suscepti- 
ble to teachers or peer groups that stood out as valid authorities by 
propagating the “right” line. These students repeatedly clashed with 
what they saw as closeminded, wrongheaded authority.*' All levels of 
education failed to help them. 

Such examples raise serious questions about the “intellectuality” of 
the SD in general. Not only the college dropouts but perhaps also the 
graduates and Ph.D.s, even those with honors, were merely intellects 
adept at proving prejudices. Research clearly indicates that students rel- 
atively low on the theorists’ scale of intellectual development can per- 
form quite well in school when it rewards rote learning and acceptance 
of authority. Were the SD academics merely a cadre of prejudiced, un- 
critical mandarins? 

Although it will require an extensive analysis of the writings of SD 
intellectuals to determine the issue, until that is done it seems unwise to 
dismiss such a large number of university graduates as low-level intellec- 
tuals. The critical posture of the later SD caused it too much trouble. 
Furthermore, evidence of a critical-minded maturity, such as that re- 
vealed by the evaluator of Strauch, indicates an established disdain for 
the uncritical, conformist, authoritarian mentality.*? In both cases men- 
tioned here, the men were stopped before advancement to the fully elite 
levels—in Strauch’s case, specifically because of flaws related to extreme 
authoritarianism. 

In short, the educational levels of these men suggest that they 
should not have been more likely than the general population to have 
authoritarian personalities. By the same token, they should have been 
much less likely to have undergone Kelman’s socialization for compli- 
ance and rule orientation. On this last point, however, there was proba- 
bly a major split within the membership between those who were rule/ 
role oriented and those who were role/value oriented. 


Age 


In contrast with developmental theory, which correlates intellectual 
maturity with experience, social theory predicts higher levels of authori- 
tarianism in random, older populations than in younger ones. This pre- 
diction presumes that the elderly are products of a time that offered 
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fewer diversified opportunities. Rather than being simply contradictory, 
these different perspectives on age add appropriate richness to our un- 
derstanding of human development. What this particular theory contri- 
butes to analysis of the predominantly youthful membership of the SD 
is a prediction of relatively more social flexibility than among average 
German contemporaries. This seems verified by their more aggressively 
modern social behavior. Also, a rejection of old dogmas was a common 
denominator; although for some it was replaced by an all-embracing 
new dogma, for others it involved transcending simple dogma. 


Rural Backgrounds 


Isolating, homogeneous social environments, low on intellectual 
stimulation, regardless of location, offer fewer opportunities for diversi- 
fied role playing.*? Rural environments are merely one example. The 
quantitative analysis already indicates that on this count SD member- 
ship had significant advantages over the general population. Of course, 
the data beg the question of whether urban dwellers had access to di- 
verse urban stimulation or suffered “ghetto deprivation,” but everything 
in their social backgrounds suggests the contrary. 


Membership in a Disadvantaged Minority 


This particular brand of deprivation could apply only to those SD 
members born outside Austria or Germany (Volksdeutsche) or whose 
homeland was lost to Germany in 1918 (7 percent of the known mem- 
bership). Since German minorities usually suffered few deprivational 
disadvantages, however, other factors seem more relevant.** 


Dogmatic Religion 


In research data, the extent of immersion in certain religious groups 
correlates directly with authoritarian traits. Researchers disagree over 
whether significant differences exist among the larger denominations, 
but all agree on great variation within denominations based on degrees 
of dogmatism and fundamentalism.** Thus, except for minority reli- 
gious groups, religion offers little predictive reliability. The products of 
both Catholic and Lutheran churches in early twentieth-century Ger- 
many (98 percent of SD membership) should have encountered authori- 
tarian indoctrination, but the decisive factor would be the extent of 
personal immersion in religious dogmatism, to which no available data 
speak clearly. 
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On one point, formal withdrawal from church, the membership 
sample rates extremely high. At least 90 percent changed their religious 
affiliation to God-believing (Gottglaubig), the preferred, non-church- 
affiliated profession in the SS. The rate of church withdrawal was strik- 
ingly high in the SD compared with the rest of the SS. Beginning in 
1935, SD members began to withdraw at an accelerating rate. By the 
end of 1937, 44 percent had left their churches, compared with only 16 
percent of the general SS membership. Even compared with other spe- 
cial units, by 1938, SD withdrawal was growing at the fastest rate. SD 
members’ ultimate 90 percent withdrawal contrasts sharply even with 
the SS officer corps. Only 74 percent of SS officers who had joined 
before 1933 and 68 percent of those who joined after eventually de- 
clared Gottgläubig.* 

Without being subjected to the barracks environment or the train- 
ing camp indoctrination of the armed SS, members of the SD turned 
from their churches to the “faith” of the SS in greater numbers. Clearly, 
their identity with the SD was stronger than with their churches, and 
perhaps their SD ethos was more gratifying than that of any other SS 
unit. Their workaday immersion in the new consensus reality of internal 
enemies and ideological and spiritual threats to the new order required 
them to deal more with contradictions between old and new faiths. 

At least two explanations for their behavior come to mind. If the 
church and its dogma had been a powerful authority for a man, then 
that idol fell more totally to the “true authority” of the Movement. One 
total submission to authority replaced another. Alternatively, the church 
never had an authoritarian hold on the man, and he easily left it behind 
for either a more transcendent identity and mission or for higher ego 
status. The split character of the membership suggests that each expla- 
nation applied to some of the members. 

The question remains whether religious background would have 
made these men more authoritarian than others. Nothing in the data 
argues that, from the perspective of dogmatic religion, the SD member- 
ship should have been more authoritarian than the general popula- 
tion. 


Lower Socioeconomic Origins 


The children of poor farmers, laborers, and lower-income families 
allegedly display greater tendencies toward authoritarianism, all other 
factors being equal. Presumably this results from combinations of eco- 
nomically related deprivation and a negative class consciousness that 
turns inward on a homogeneous reference system—one keeps company 
with one’s own and does not try to become what he is not. Antiintellec- 
tualism usually comes with such attitudes. To whatever extent such the- 
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ory has any predictive value, on the social-origins count, quantitative 
data again suggest that, as a group, SD members should have been less 
susceptible than the general population. Even those of lower socioeco- 
nomic origins were significantly diverse, with a sizable element being 
aggressively modern in pursuit of socioeconomic advancement. 


Authoritarian Family Background 


Here the data are not available, for none of the men spoke to inter- 
personal relations in their homes when they wrote autobiographical 
sketches. Only economic hardship bore mention, and certainly that was 
less severe than for the general population. 

Using social status to approximate the potential authoritarianism of 
fathers produces no indicators one way or the other. Allegedly more 
authoritarian occupations and educational backgrounds seem balanced 
against those allegedly less so. The problem is complicated by the image 
that the German Mittelstand (old, independent middle class) and 
Berufsbeamten (professional civil servant) fathers were generally stern, 
demanding, and aloof disciplinarians. Indeed, 54 percent of the fathers 
of SD members may have fit that broad socioeconomic category. But 
most recent research is undermining the orthodox images of the Ger- 
man middle class as a homogeneously antimodern, intractable body.*® 
It strains credulity to argue that SD members came so disproportion- 
ately from significantly more authoritarian homes that they would be 
more susceptible than the general population. 


Military Service 


Some research indicates that military experience can increase au- 
thoritarian tendencies.*? On this count, the sample far exceeds national 
norms, especially the officer corps. They undoubtedly lent a more mili- 
tary air to the organization. However, they also brought with them the 
trench camaraderie, front socialism, or social egalitarian spirit the war 
had generated. Furthermore, military discipline and hierarchy involve 
authoritarian role behavior in specific contexts only. That does not 
equate to authoritarian personality traits. Finally, as an “informal” edu- 
cation, the military experience can broaden one greatly, especially 
among officers. 

As for their contribution to the brutalization process, as Peter 
Merkl observed in his study of early stormtroopers, the front soldier 
generation served better to transmit superpatriotic beliefs than to perpe- 
trate violence.°° This applied especially to the SD, oriented toward staff 
work rather than political combat or executive action. 
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Authoritarian Occupations 


Many occupations entail authoritarian behavior (e.g., physicians, 
police, military, priests, teachers, civil service), and thus their members 
exhibit authoritarian traits. Given the relative social authority in the 
career backgrounds of the identified SD membership, they probably un- 
derwent more such role conditioning than the general population, but, 
as with the military, such lately acquired and role-specific behavior did 
not necessarily affect the full personality. Certainly, the SS or SD in- 
volved an authoritarian occupation, but that brings us beyond consider- 
ation of preconditioned susceptibility of SD personnel to the roles inher- 
ent in Sipo and SD. 

Clearly, this quantitatively based sociopsychological analysis of the 
potential authoritarianism of the early SD membership shows that for 
every possible trend in one direction, there are countertrends. With re- 
spect to all early formative experiences, however, the membership sam- 
ple should have been subjected significantly less than the general popu- 
lation to deprivations that enhance “authoritarianism.” The early SD 
constituted a relatively privileged and more modernized group. In expe- 
riences that could modify earlier personality development (military and 
occupational roles), conflicting trends at least balance one another, but 
probably favor development that should have enhanced social flexibility 
and intellectual maturity. 


As for other SS stereotypes, nothing in the data reveals any unique crim- 
inality or social pathology. The men had relatively clean civil records. 
Throughout its entire history, less than 3 percent of the early member- 
ship sample were expelled from the SD for any kind of offense, and 
none were executed. In 1937 alone, more than 1.5 percent of the total 
SS were expelled, and that was not a year of membership purge.°’ De- 
spite the greatly heightened opportunity to exploit the corruption and 
the general moral breakdown that SD members later experienced, few 
can be identified as having been suspected of such involvement.”? Al- 
though at least 31 percent were involved in the brutalization process of 
the Einsatzgruppen, only three men were charged with killing someone 
outside the line of duty, and two “executed” an “enemy” personally, 
outside of a mass execution process. Undoubtedly, the unrecorded inci- 
dences far exceed these figures, but consider the scope of brutalization 
and moral erosion these men had undergone by 1945. Nothing indicates 
a large number of criminals or immoral riffraff, though some were 
clearly present in the SD. 

The causes of their behavior apparently lie not in defective personali- 
ties, but in the processes they experienced that legitimized participation in 
mass inhumanity. So far, little evidence offers insight into how these men 
succumbed to those processes and how much susceptibility or resistance 
they exhibited, but two interesting cases survive from the early years. 
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An unemployed machinist, who had completed formal schooling at 
age fourteen, found a home in the SS and a job in the special commando 
that his unit provided Gestapo Darmstadt. He was on alert on June 30, 
1934, when an SA general was brought in under arrest. His commando 
leader, a senior SS sergeant, told him that he and a colleague were to 
eliminate the SA officer, under orders. Although in subsequent affida- 
vits, both SS men professed their full willingness to obey orders in this 
and any other case, they distrusted their sergeant, questioned him on 
the authority of his orders (which he never adequately revealed), and, 
when further complications developed, decided to leave all shooting up 
to him. As things developed, the SA officer survived.% 

This theoretically susceptible, rule-oriented, lower functionary, 
whose record indicates otherwise self-serving ethics, should have simply 
obeyed orders. But both he and his colleague hesitated simultaneously. 
In this case, bolstering retarded blind obedience, as did the victim’s lack 
of “helplessness”—there could have been serious repercussions, even for 
mere “functionaries.” ** Later, a gradually escalated process of authori- 
zation and brutalization, a more routinized environment, and reversed 
bolstering would overcome their rule-based reserve. 

In the much hotter seat of an SS major and Saxon Gestapo official, 
Lothar Beutel received unsigned orders from Heydrich for summary ex- 
ecutions on June 30. Less free to evade, he sought advice from an older 
SS commander. At his suggestion, Beutel demanded and got signed or- 
ders. This in no way made the act legal or moral, but it clearly revealed 
the limits of blind obedience. Beutel, a man with a university education 
and comfortable middle-class origins, showed minimal restraint and 
succumbed totally to slightly improved authorization: “By order of the 
Führer and Reich Chancellor,” officially stamped and signed Reinhard 
Heydrich. These orders Beutel dutifully executed.’ 

Ironically, it was a man with an eleventh-grade education who may 
have risen above the entire process at its full height. SS Sergeant Ma- 
thias Graf refused to assume command of a “special action” team on 
the eastern front, and was relieved of his assignment in the Einsatzgrup- 
pen and sent back to Germany. Nevertheless, disciplinary proceedings 
were dropped, and he subsequently rose to lieutenant’s rank. If he had 
derived his scruples from religious faith, he had abandoned it formally, 
proclaiming himself Gottglaubig and withdrawing from church mem- 
bership in 1939.56 

Perhaps the answer to his immunity lies in relatively less immersion 
in the processes legitimizing violence and a clear lack of role orientation 
toward SS or SD. He first joined Party and SS in 1933, at age 30, and 
was released from the SS in 1937 for general indifference. In 1940, 
however, recalled under emergency service regulations, he became a 
supplementary worker in an SD field post. In May 1941, he found him- 
self with Einsatzkommando 6 as assistant to a staff officer responsible 
for SD work. In his staff service, for which he earned decorations, he 
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knew what was happening, but may have had no direct role. Then, in 
September 1942, came the command assignment and the crisis of con- 
science over more direct responsibility. Somehow, Graf had escaped the 
blind nationalism of most contemporaries, for he twice tried (once after 
the NS takeover) to emigrate from Germany. Since he had avoided the 
gradual escalation of authorization and brutalization experienced by 
Sipo and SD men between 1933 and 1940, the war pressures and sud- 
den immersion in 1941 may have provided insufficient preparation for 
what he saw in Russia. 


“Extraordinary Men” and Institutional 
Identities 


It would seem that rather than looking for explanations in psycho- 
logical defects or more susceptible personalities, or in social, educa- 
tional, or intellectual “inferiority,” the explanation for the special role 
that many of these men ultimately played may lie in their social and 
educational “superiority.” Theories that explain the susceptibility of 
“ordinary men” to sanctioned violence are not sufficient, for there must 
have been “extraordinary men” with intellectual maturity among the 
victimizers. The connections between their egos and the missions they 
helped establish for Gestapo, Kripo, or SD may complete the package 
and help explain their failures to resist. 

Earlier theories of mobilization argued that the trauma of the First 
World War, the inflation, the Great Depression, and the general social 
and economic tensions of modernization affected the entire world, but 
they had unique twists for the Germans.°’ Authority had sanctioned the 
war, yet the great German nation suffered defeat and humiliation. The 
validity of Wilhelmine institutions came into question, generating both 
rebellious calls for more autonomy and the counter urges to reestablish 
traditional authority or to rebuild a more valid authority. This height- 
ened and politicized the social and economic disorganization that Ger- 
many suffered in the 1920s and 1930s. Everyone suffered to some de- 
gree from the unemployment and frustration of social aspirations, 
producing insecurity and disorganization of personality. In whatever di- 
rection one’s ego was developing, it suffered dissonance and disorienta- 
tion, intensifying the normal needs for recognition, acceptance, mastery, 
and security, and tendencies to identify and project upon an external or 
alien agent the source of one’s problems. Under such severe pressure, 
even the strongest, most autonomous personality becomes more suscep- 
tible to exonerating, simplistic explanations that promise prompt relief. 
The intellectually mature retreat into dualism, the cognitively complex 
revert to simplicity under severe stress. 

Observing that “one of the major reasons that individuals become 
affiliated with sociopolitical movements is a widespread desire for a 
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new, more acceptable psycho-social identity,” John Steiner focused at- 
tention on the individual-organizational link in the $S.°° “A damaged 
identity” can find group affiliation therapeutic. Thus, he argues that 
many were attracted to the SS because they anticipated that membership 
would facilitate a socially acceptable shedding of their unwanted iden- 
tity and the acquisition of a more satisfying self.°? Unfortunately, 
Steiner depicted the majority of SS men as “Philistine” personality 
types, especially susceptible to Hitlerian images and SS identities.°° He 
also argued, however, that the SS hardly offered a monolithic appeal or 
identity.°! Although he specifically listed the SD and the Gestapo as 
branches of the SS, his general descriptions of the appeals, recruitment, 
and conditioning of SS men fit neither the SD nor the police too 
neatly.° Elsewhere, he seems to exclude SD members specifically from 
his generalizations about the $S.° In short, Steiner hits on a key note 
with his focus on ego-organizational links, but goes astray by generalizing 
about the SS and looking for flawed personality types. It seems far more 
productive to talk about ordinary, even strong egos under stress, and to 
focus on the identity potentials for them in specific organizations. 

Defining “the identities” sought in Sipo and SD poses problems. 
Men drawn originally to police careers may have sought a role identity, 
or simply a secure career. Those among them who turned to the Party, 
SA, or SS for reasons other than conformity or opportunism must have 
sought additional identity. Many SS men who infiltrated Sipo had origi- 
nally sought an SS identity, then turned to the police for either a politi- 
cal mission or a career. Men drawn directly to the SD before SS mem- 
bership sought one or more of its images, or just a salary. Not only 
does this multitude of potential identities require exploration and analy- 
sis, but their interrelations demand attention. How did they contradict 
or complement one another, generating what forces and tensions? How 
did these identities relate to psychopolitical orientations and retard or 
reinforce the mechanisms for authorization, bolstering, routinization, 
and dehumanization? 

The authoritarian nature of the SS demands specific attention as an 
“identity.” A typical model argues: 


Every member of the SS was, of course, but one link in a tightly 
knit, hierarchically structured chain of command composed of men 
organized in clusters of multipurpose departmental agencies. Each 
member was expected to strictly obey orders and be only concerned 
with matters related to his position and role.°* 


One cannot deny the truth in such a generalization; yet, simultane- 
ously, it is the sort of half-truth that plagues efforts to describe the SS. 
Granted, SS men often played the role expected of them. Especially 
when wearing the uniform that symbolized the image, they experienced 


a merger of role and person, but the individual still existed and reacted 
65 
as one. 
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Loyalty to the true leader stood at the center of the SS image, but 
the focus of that loyalty and the qualifications of the true leader could 
and did shift. For most SS men, Hitler could remain the exalted yet 
fatherly Führer who deserved loyalty and provided the final authority 
for any order, even to the end. But Hitler occupied that position pre- 
cisely because most held him to be above and, therefore, not responsible 
for the errors, evils, nonsense, and corruption. What is more important, 
despite their loyal focus on Hitler, removal from him made the “Füh- 
rer’s will” an increasingly abstract reality, subject to much interpreta- 
tion. As Bernd Wegener now concludes, “There is much evidence that 
the ’Fihrer’s will’ degenerated increasingly into a magic formula which 
allowed the various SS agencies to further their very different, in part 
even opposing, departmental interests.” 66 

Recent research has revealed that even for those who underwent 
the discipline of SS training camps and schools, SS obedience was not 
to be based on abuse and fear, but rather on respect and admiration, as 
it allegedly had been in the romanticized Germanic warrior bands.°” If 
the alleged “cadaver obedience” of the military SS did not grow from 
dehumanizingly authoritarian experiences, we shall see that early SD 
members experienced even less such indoctrination. 

Practically every memoir and study of the Gestapo or SD shows 
that neither Himmler nor Heydrich generated blind loyalty. The con- 
tempt expressed by SS memoirists like Schellenberg may be after- 
the-fact exaggerations, but they reveal a more normative relation to 
authority figures. The Nazi infighting so often depicted shows the lack 
of monolithic hierarchy within the Movement, including the SS. The 
very nature of competing elites, each generating inner-elites with contra- 
dictory elite images, disrupted loyalty foci and often created consider- 
able leeway in obedience. 

The quantitative social data help unravel the ego-organization link- 
ages that not only enhanced susceptibility to legitimizing processes but 
may also have involved members in contributing inadvertently to those 
processes. Obviously, a high percentage of the sample belonged to the 
privileged segment of society that should have developed less suscepti- 
bility to sanctioned violence either from authoritarianism, from intellec- 
tual and ethical immaturity, or from compliance socialization and rule/ 
role orientation. It seems that Heydrich achieved reasonably well his 
ideal of recruiting respected, public-spirited citizens who would actively 
influence developments in their society. Among higher civil servant re- 
cruits, recruiters like Werner Best used a similar appeal.°® Many aca- 
demics turned to the SD as a vehicle for influencing rather than obeying 
or identifying with the leadership. Recruiters like Reinhard Hohn 
looked for other-minded critics of certain tendencies in the regime.® 
Although many career opportunists undoubtedly numbered among the 
“better sort” who joined the SD after January 1933, these recruits also 
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included many who assumed an active responsibility for shaping the 
future of the Reich. Many even resembled the resister-from-within. 

This returns us to the problem of defining the SD mission, left dan- 
gling at the end of chapter 5. By the end of 1934, the roles of “supple- 
ment to the political police” and “ideological intelligence agency” 
formed the focus in the search for suitable images. If, as suggested, an 
insecure membership felt driven to find a mission distinct enough from 
political police work to give the SD a secure raison d’ötre, organiza- 
tional image became a pressing concern, especially among upper- and 
middle-level functionaries. If a significant number of these men had 
turned to the SD for an institutional identity that gratified ego needs, 
then definition had to become a compelling, transcendent issue for 
them. If they succeeded in developing a mission or organizational image 
that furthered their ego needs, then their ego-organization linkages 
could become extremely powerful, enough to account for an inability 
to risk any loss of that identity. Idealized mission grown from ego needs 
would become the sort of transcendent mission that compelled other- 
wise less susceptible men to play their roles in sanctioned inhumanity. 
Their ego-organization linkages provide the best hope of explaining 
how mature, strong personalities could have involved themselves in pro- 
cesses legitimizing violence. 

The evidence for such ego-organization linkages is compelling, 
though circumstantial. Given their backgrounds, the membership had 
reason to expect far more upward social mobility than it experienced 
despite its relatively good record. These men suffered along with their 
fellow Germans from both a national and personal sense of degrada- 
tion. Such ego-damaging experiences drive people to a therapeutic, elite 
or otherwise ego-gratifying organizational identity. Men like Heydrich 
and those he recruited had been threatened with loss of status before 
they found a place in the SD. One such man would profess that his loss 
of status and related “social embarrassment” did not suit his self-image, 
and he was happy “that through my activity for the SD, I have finally 
found a new life mission.” 7° 

More frequently, however, the numerous jurists, like Werner Best, 
and academics, like Otto Ohlendorf, found a status beyond that likely 
under the old system. Perhaps more important, they found levers for 
affecting the system. More than an ego-gratifying power over many lit- 
tle people, they found access to the power above them and the hope of 
actively shaping their society through this channel. Precisely because 
that access was so tenuous, its centrality to one’s ego-organization link- 
age made it that much harder to calculate its value rationally. It was 
not so easy to cast aside when it proved ephemeral. Confronted with its 
undeniable loss because of conflict with Heydrich in 1939, a man like 
Best had to stop balancing on the edge as number-two man in Sipo and 
SD. But someone like Ohlendorf, who had parlayed his position into a 
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network that he still hoped could influence the new Germany, would 
continue the balancing act until he plunged into the deep end as Einsatz- 
gruppen commander. He would vainly try to preserve his illusory posi- 
tion of influence by conducting mass inhumanity. Although he rejected 
this distasteful role as “counter-productive,” he could separate it from 
his ego-role in the SD as a peripheral assignment.” 

Thus, this self-entrapment of multiple, sometimes conflicting, some- 
times complementary missions and identities was created by strong egos 
who sought idealistic missions. One could do dirty work (at least di- 
rectly supervise it) as a “peripheral” assignment in order to continue 
pursuit of his transcendent, ego-fulfilling mission. One could be “affili- 
ated” with other men in branches of Sipo and SD whose missions were 
more direct, but “necessary,” dirty work. One could even support their 
work as long as it was not directly related to one’s transcendent mis- 
sion. One could achieve insulation from their dirty work, if he could 
disdain those others. One’s transcendent mission allowed him that illu- 
sion of moral superiority or some rectitude. 

Clearly, SD men represented no pathological or psychically suscep- 
tible group. Few were wild or extreme Nazi fanatics. In those respects 
they were “ordinary men.” Yet in most other respects, they were an 
extraordinary mix of men, drawn together by a unique mix of missions. 
From that point of view, one can explore the problem of defining SD 
missions and their contributions to the processes that legitimized vio- 
lence. One can unravel a number of specific organizational images in 
Sipo and SD and relate them to potential ego identities. 





The SD Into 1937 


In Search of Image and Mission 


From 1934 through 1937, organizational development and the search 
for a secure raison d’être brought the SD to maturity and expanded its 
missions. The growing connections with first Gestapo and then Kripo 
increased the complexity of mission, image, and membership to the 
point that one can speak of “multiple split (ego-institution) identities.” 
This confusing constellation demands close analysis as a key to how 
the diverse membership involved itself in sanctioned inhumanity. First, 
however, surviving evidence from a variety of perspectives reveals much 
about the continued growth of the SD and makes possible an evaluation 
of the quality and the real character of its operations. 


Organizational Development and 
Operational Efficiency 


In January 1935, to keep up with SS growth, Himmler expanded 
and reorganized his central command (Reichsfiihrung SS). The former 
SS offices (Ämter) became SS main offices (Hauptämter). Thus, effective 
January 30, Heydrich’s Security Office became the Security Main Of- 
fice, subsequently called the SD Main Office to avoid confusion after 
the creation of Main Office Sipo in 1936. 

Meanwhile, the SD evolved broadly conceived intelligence opera- 
tions and seriously pursued its role of reshaping society. For two years, 
in pursuit of this evolution, the headquarters underwent constant reor- 
ganization until a stable SD Main Office structure emerged sometime 
during 1936. (see Appendices B.4 and B.5).? It consisted of three offices 
designated by Roman numerals (Ämter I-III), each subdivided into 
central departments (Zentralabteilungen), main departments (Hauptab- 
teilungen), departments (Abteilungen), and principals or desks (Re- 
ferate). 
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Office I, responsible for organization and administration, also pro- 
vided general control of SD work and significant intelligence support 
facilities, doing some of the exploitative work for the other offices. For 
instance, Central Department I 3 monitored all publications, feeding the 
results to all other branches. Consequently, Office I was by far the 
largest. Werner Best had been responsible for its initial development, 
but Gestapo responsibilities took priority in early 1935, and Wilhelm 
Albert eventually replaced him.’ 

Office II, SD Inland, managed domestic intelligence operations un- 
der SS Colonel Herman Behrends. Of its two central departments, IT 1, 
Ideological Evaluation, dealt with the ideological enemies of the Move- 
ment. The other central department, II 2, was under SS Major Reinhard 
Höhn. It concerned itself with the German “spheres of life”—that is, 
with intelligence not focused on “enemies.” Its experts studied what 
actually happened in German life and what people thought and said.* 
Its primary concern was how the NS revolution was penetrating these 
“spheres of German life,” and the resistance it encountered. 

Office II directed foreign intelligence and counterespionage (Ab- 
wehr). As such, it conspicuously paralleled the original structure of 
Main Department III of the Gestapo Office.’ 

Both Offices IH and HI remained comparatively small. By the begin- 
ning of 1937, Office H had ninety-seven people; Office III had only 
forty-one. Primarily, these men collated reports from material col- 
lected by Main Department Press (1 3), the SD field posts, and V-men 
and experts operating directly under the central department desk 
chiefs.° 

The smallness of Office III as late as 1937 testifies to the continued 
weakness of SD foreign intelligence operations. Nevertheless, by 1935, 
as SD foreign intelligence began to develop seriously, it evolved its own 
unique ethos, which must be treated separately. 

Despite great strides since 1933, the SD retained many vestiges of 
its amateurish beginnings. For instance, inconsistent personnel policies 
produced problems as late as 1937. Men assigned to the same level of 
responsibility within the Main Office could differ in rank as widely as 
captain and sergeant. Also, Ohlendorf remembered that when he began 
work in II 2 in 1936, the staff had to do their own typing, and only 
Office I was organized systematically.’ 

Since no full SD budgets survive after 1934, we have no measure of 
financial growth. Fragmentary evidence contradicts the image of Hey- 
drich’s growing independence. Instead, Himmler worked to control him 
and the SD, while shielding it from external monitoring. After Hey- 
drich’s maneuvers with Schwarz and Hess in 1934, Himmler, or his SS 
administrative chief, handled negotiations with the Party treasurer. Dur- 
ing 1935, Himmler set his administrative chief firmly in control of SD 
finances from the Party treasury.* 

This finally ended Schwarz’s efforts to nose into the SD budget. The 
Party closed its files on SD finances in the spring of 1936, but even 
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before that, the SD budget consisted solely of lump-sum accounts paid 
to the SS administration by the Party treasurer.” Himmler’s lieutenants 
controlled SD finances, which remained limited by Party and SS re- 
sources. The funds so available were never enough, and the SD would 
subsequently pursue government funding, mostly in vain. 

SD resources consisted of two budgets: the personnel budget for 
salaries and the material budget. The personnel budget generally ran 
twice the size of that for expenses. According to Schellenberg, at their 
peak, the two together never exceeded twelve million RM a month.'® 
There were also occasional budgetary supplements to cover special op- 
erations, but these amounted to very little. By the end of 1940, they 
had totaled only one million RM.'' The SD remained heavily dependent 
on the voluntary work of its unsalaried members and associates. 

For another measure of growth, during 1935, the SD expanded 
from about 800 members to more than 1000; then gradual acceleration 
set in, and during 1936 it exceeded 3000 and approached 5000 by the 
end of 1937. By the end of 1936, the Main Office had at least 365 per- 
sonnel. +? 

The bulk of the membership worked below the new main office, 
where the field structure had expanded greatly. Ten main regions each 
covered one or more Party Gau. By December 1935, they had under 
them twenty-seven regions, which were redesignated as sub-regions and 
increased to thirty-two by December 1936. As the SS and SD field struc- 
tures grew apart, the SD remained more closely tied to political borders, 
while the SS conformed to the military districts." 

Field-level personnel policies were as irregular as those above. Al- 
though all main region heads were officers by 1935, a few subregion 
heads remained sergeants until at least 1937. In December 1935, the 
ranks of field office chiefs could range from private to major. Although 
the respective ranks rose, the disparity remained. By the end of 1936, 
major region heads ranged from major to lieutenant-general. At least 
they had eliminated the problem of subregion heads outranking their 
superiors. The elevated ranks of major region chiefs reflected the SD’s 
growing role in Reich politics. As it grew, tension with Party and state 
increased, and the SD needed men with standing to negotiate with their 
counterparts. For instance, in 1936, SS Major General Jakob Sporren- 
berg would be drafted from the general SS to head Main Region North- 
east. As an Old Fighter of high standing, he could better handle the 
problems the Gestapo and SD had in Gauleiter-Governor Erich Koch’s 
territory.'* Frequently, the heads of main regions acquired the newly 
created post of Inspector of Sipo. 

Although Heydrich had some leeway to advance his personnel more 
rapidly,'* the process of coordinating rank and responsibility made little 
progress before 1938. One’s rank remained more a function of his SS 
status than of his responsibilities in the SD. 

Equally erratic and uncoordinated were the growth and operations 
of the field posts. When operating properly, a main region (organized 
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comparably to the main office) assembled information from its own 
agents and from those of its outposts, collated them into periodic or 
special reports, and forwarded them to the main office. Some sense of 
their growth pattern and related problems comes from several sources 
and different perspectives. 

During 1935—1936, while this field structure expanded, regional 
budgets grew accordingly. For instance, between December 1934 and 
May 1935, one region received a monthly advance varying from 400 to 
600 RM, and had material expenses ranging from 284 to 751 RM. By 
October 1935, its advance had exploded to 2,800 RM.'® 

These same budgets reveal something of work in the field. The bulk 
of a region’s material budget was for mundane matters, such as rent, 
utilities, transportation, and postage. The only costs directly related to 
intelligence were subscriptions to publications and small payments (15— 
30 RM) to reimburse V-persons and members for expenses.! 

A budget proposed by Subregion Hesse depicts the scale of its oper- 
ations by the end of 1936. It consisted of five outposts (Aussenstellen) 
covering nineteen districts. For each outpost, 250 RM covered expenses, 
including 50 RM to rent each office. Outposts now operated at a level 
equivalent to the 1934 budgets for regional offices. For the subregion 
office of 1936, 500 RM covered rent and utilities.’ 

Perhaps nothing better illustrates the new status of the SD than the 
facilities becoming available through such increased funds. Shoestring 
operations out of private quarters or rented offices gave way to commo- 
dious facilities in pleasant surroundings. Of course, the 50 RM of an 
outpost still rented merely a modest office or apartment, but the larger 
subregion and main region offices often occupied substantial houses or 
apartment buildings. Many such facilities had become available at the 
expense of Jews and other “enemies.” '? 

Presumably, security motivated the choice of such locations. They 
might have achieved anonymity better among business offices where the 
comings and goings of personnel would be less obvious. Instead, the SD 
sought isolation. Physically removed from all other government, Party, 
or business operations, during their breaks workers could not mix with 
outsiders, and casual visitors would be conspicuous. At night, a residen- 
tial building enhanced security, because the available rooms provided 
quarters for unmarried men who doubled as guards. 

As for field post staffing, Major Region Rhein remains the best 
available case study. In the summer of 1935, it covered the state of 
Hesse, the Prussian province of Hessen-Nassau, and the districts of 
Trier and Koblenz from the Rhein Province, and was divided into two 
regions, XI and XXX. The entire major region had 60 salaried and 
45 unsalaried members. The salaried headquarters staff consisted of 31 
officers and men, plus 11 probationary members. An additional 24 SD 
men served as unsalaried members. Since not all were qualified for the 
responsibilities of one of the thirty or more desks, some staff members 
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still worked several.2° Nevertheless, major regions seemed reasonably 
well staffed. 

In contrast, the regions had salaried staffs of only one officer and 6 
to 8 men, plus a junior officer or sergeant in charge of an outpost. 
Under them stood 10 or 11 SD men scattered across the region. Clearly, 
the regional offices could not yet manage a reasonable distribution of 
the work of thirty desks among such small staffs. 

This problem improved only a little between 1935 and 1937. Al- 
though Main Region Rhein requested an increase of its salaried mem- 
bers from 63 to 83 by January 1937, the goal was not achieved. The 
main region staff had grown from 42 to 54. The subregion staffs varied 
in size from 6 to 23. In addition, within the main region, five Gestapo- 
SD posts now existed at Kassel, Frankfurt, Darmstadt, Koblenz, and 
Trier. Each had its Sipo-SD members, ranging from five in Kassel to 
twenty in Frankfurt. From 105 members, the total had only increased 
to 127 “working SD,” plus 58 Sipo-SD.?! Below the main region level, 
there was still no division of labor to allow knowledgeable research. 

At the national level, Central Department I 3 provides another con- 
crete picture of growth, strengths, and weaknesses. Simultaneously, it 
would generate one of the key images of the SD. The SD, like the police, 
had always relied heavily on publications as a source of intelligence. 
From the beginning, workers at every office from the central down had 
scoured newspapers and periodicals and filed clippings. Its intellectual 
recruits had also focused on literature as a key to ideological influences 
in the culture; that was the work of a special post at Leipzig. 

Until 1935, SD headquarters had no desk (principal) responsible for 
analyzing literature. The regional office in Leipzig functioned as the SD 
center for such work. From June 1934, when an SD member with the 
credentials and zeal to do such work made himself available at the re- 
gional office, he exploited the German Library in Leipzig, which became 
an SD cultural research center, later known as the Leipzig Connection 
(Verbindungsstelle). 

In spring 1935, the SD university recruiting network drew in Franz 
Six, whose academic credentials in journalism and work with NS 
presses made him an obvious candidate to head the Press Department. 
Six had recently received his Ph.D. at Heidelberg, magna cum laude, for 
a dissertation focused on NS propaganda and couched in NS language. 
There he had remained, working on his habilitation. A Nazi since 1929, 
and a student of history and political science, he served as an assistant 
at the Heidelberg Institute for Journalism, was editor of the Heidel- 
berger Student and an official in the German Studentenschaft, advising 
on journalism. In February 1935, the SD adopted him. During the next 
year, he completed his habilitation and extensively rebuilt the SD’s press 
service.*? Over the next two years, he would consolidate personal con- 
trol over most of the SD’s domestic operations and shape one of its 
primary intellectual images. 
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In June 1935, six absorbed the Leipzig literature post, giving his 
department the more ambitious title of Press and Literature Office. He 
saw the necessity for a complete reorganization, the retraining of all 
existing personnel, and a major expansion of his entire operation. A 
pedagogue at heart, he developed an ambitious but well-conceived edu- 
cational program that reached down through the entire organizational 
structure. He toured the SD superior regions, where he personally 
briefed each press principal (Referat). By late September, the subregions 
had completed the appointment of their principals, and all assembled in 
Berlin for a week-long training course.”* 

Not only were the trainees thoroughly briefed on the work of the 
press office, but the staff carefully evaluated them. Six concluded that, 
at the subregional level, the principals were not suited intellectually or 
educationally for the work he had in mind. Resources at that level were 
limited, and their principals usually worked on multiple specialties. 
They could not handle sophisticated evaluation, but they took to press 
review enthusiastically, so he decided that such work was mechanical 
enough for their abilities. The principals at the central department and 
the superior regions could do the more sophisticated work.” 

The goal Six had set for his central department was ambitious. He 
proclaimed that “no newspaper or politically important periodical 
should appear in Germany . . . without its being garnered and evalu- 
ated by the SD.” They would report every important development to 
provide a clear view of German press matters and the men behind them. 
Each regional office was to assign V-persons to read every local publica- 
tion and make clippings. These they forwarded daily to the superior 
region for evaluation. The superior region and central offices also re- 
viewed more important publications and condensed everything into 
monthly and quarterly reports. Most superior regions also reviewed 
publications (mostly German language) from adjacent foreign countries. 
All of this boiled down into two functions: providing Offices II and II 
with a steady flow of intelligence for their areas of responsibility and 
maintaining files on every publication and the key personalities involved 
with them. Six would boast that he converted the haphazard exploita- 
tion of the press into the most reliable intelligence source in the entire 
SD, superior to any reports coming up from the field posts.” 

Although he profusely praised the “expertise” of subordinates 
whom he had adopted and trained, Six was realistic enough about the 
limitations of most SD men in the field to avoid relying heavily on them. 
By concentrating all evaluation at levels where reasonably competent 
men were available, he could achieve his ambitious mission to an ac- 
ceptable degree. In this he was more fortunate than those branches of 
Office H that had to rely on reports directly from the field. Their work 
fell short. Furthermore, Six’s operations further burdened those field 
offices, already sorely overextended. 
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Before July 1935, Superior Region South reported that it had one 
principal solely responsible for press, and that he had one assistant. 
This staffing was apparently unusual, for most had none. More typi- 
cally, however, its regional posts had not made any appointments, for 
they had few available personnel.?” 

This was an understatement. One regional office reported that it 
could not possibly assign more responsibilities to the principal whom 
the superior office had suggested; each of its principals already had sev- 
eral desks to cover. The chances of finding an unsalaried volunteer were 
slim, especially since the envisioned work was so great. At the outpost 
level, the proposed press work was even more unrealistic. At that lowest 
level, there was usually only one salaried man with one helper for the 
entire outpost, and they could not keep up with their existing load of 
reports and surveillances. They were especially plagued by lack of coop- 
eration from local officials and outright sabotage by Party offices. The 
regional officer concluded bluntly that in recent weeks assignments had 
generated such a load that outpost Jeaders had become thoroughly dis- 
couraged.78 

Consequently, the superior region assembled a list of press princi- 
pals at the regional level only.2” These men would have to work across 
their entire region, developing their own network of V-persons to carry 
out the press mission. Although they could perhaps get along without 
the undeveloped outpost network, this episode reveals the constraints 
within which SD men worked. As late as the summer of 1935, the SD 
was still greatly overextended and hardly up to its overblown image as 
all-seeing eyes. 

From all appearances, this had not changed by the end of 1936. 
The surviving correspondence between Region Aachen and its outpost 
at Monschau reveals a badly overworked and undersupported post 
leader, an SS private who probably had no assistant.*° Between Febru- 
ary and December of 1936, Region Aachen sent him at least 66 direc- 
tives and requests for reports. During the entire period, he typed and 
forwarded at least 82 reports. Added to these were frequent, routine 
administrative correspondence and the political evaluations that consti- 
tuted a large part of an outpost’s workload. 

Requests from the regional office varied in length from one para- 
graph to six pages, and some carried five to ten separate assignments, 
with forms and questionnaires to be completed as part of the report. A 
typical directive was a guideline for interpreting the Nuremberg laws 
and identifying violations. A four-page set of instructions accompanied 
a two-page questionnaire from the press principal who was working up 
his files on the local presses. One request called for a report on every 
internment facility in the district and its personnel, and for routine sur- 
veillance for suspicious activities. Other typical assignments called for 
reports on secret Stahlhelm intelligence agencies and on anti-Nazi cam- 
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ouflaged Catholic Youth activities. Outpost leaders also received de- 
scriptions of persons at large in the Reich whose appearance they 
should report. 

The poor private may not have been salaried, but if he was he 
would not have earned more than 125 to 155 RM a month plus a small 
housing allowance. Nevertheless, until the spring of 1936, he apparently 
covered all his operating expenses out of his own pocket. In April, when 
an assignment required more expenses than he could afford, he re- 
quested a reimbursement. Yet in May 1936, he had to write to the 
commander of the superior region to complain that the promised 15 
RM per month was not arriving. He finally received his first reimburse- 
ment in September and requested an increase to 20 RM. He was now 
making regular payments on a typewriter he had ordered.’ 

If this private who signed himself 17708 is any example, the SD 
was able to draw upon dedicated and self-sacrificing men for its exhaus- 
tive field work, but few could have brought much sophistication to the 
task. The picture of the hinterland, outpost level that emerges here is 
that of an isolated SS man who had limited direct contact with his re- 
gional office, and who was poorly briefed on procedures. He merely 
responded to written directives, and although he gave generously of 
himself, there were limits to his time and resources. As late as March 
1936, he had yet to begin building a significant V-man network. 

He was well-enough informed to report on the composition of the 
district council and the political backgrounds and reputations of its 
members. On the Catholic young men’s movement or the Work Service, 
for instance, without a V-man net he had knowledge only of his imme- 
diate community. He turned to pro-NS priests or a friend in the 
Work Service. He relied on local SA men with “first-hand knowledge” 
of illegal and suspect organizations. On unemployment, he made 
authoritative-sounding statements, but could provide no comparative 
statistics and blamed problems on one individual in local government. 
He displayed appropriate paranoia about known and suspected Jews.’ 

The regional office complained that its outposts were dilatory in 
completing assigned character evaluations, and that their quality was 
bad. They had to remind field offices of the seriousness of such evalua- 
tions, on which a man’s career and the well-being of his family rested. 
Evaluations frequently consisted of single sentences and employed unat- 
tributed allegations. To ensure better control, the regional office ordered 
the compilation of lists of the V-persons who would usually supply the 
information. No such lists existed as late as June 1936.°? 

By the end of 1937, SD outpost Aschaffenberg in Bavaria, which 
had at least two workers, was much better organized for evaluating 
important persons, but even so could not always meet the expectations 
of higher offices. The leader had developed his network of V-persons, 
but they did not devote themselves routinely to evaluation. When called 
on to evaluate someone who had recently left, they were at a loss. He 
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admonished them to admit a lack of knowledge rather than manufac- 
ture weak and unobjective reports, and to begin a routine surveillance 
for future evaluations. A few months later, he indicated that he was still 
unsatisfied with the quality of his V-net, and admonished his observers 
to review, purge, and search for better quality associates. At least the 
outpost leader was in command of an extensively developed net by 
1937, and furthermore, he expressed himself to his workers with the 
force of one well informed about procedures and thoroughly imbued 
with the SD mission.** 

Almost six years after its creation, the SD at the level of its outposts 
and its “all-seeing army of spies” remained unevenly developed and well 
short of the professional quality to which it aspired. Nevertheless, it 
clearly saw itself as the shaper of a better Germany. It intended to en- 
sure that the right sort of people occupied all key positions in the new 
society. Such a mission motivated the expenditure of personal energy 
demanded of members and affiliates at the field level.” 

From one Gestapo-SD post comes a report revealing other aspects 
of amateurishness in the SD field structure. The head of the main 
Gestapo-SD post in Hesse, SS Technical Sergeant Berges, sent a report 
to Main Region Rhein about the sloppy prodedures of SD Outpost 
Darmstadt, headed by SS Second Lieutenant Bonifer. Allegedly, Boni- 
fer’s people carelessly lost a secret report where it would be found in a 
public plaza. Unlike Berges, careful to keep his SD status secret and 
never putting the names of V-persons on paper, Bonifer and his people 
were openly known.?® 

The SD could easily keep Berges’ report secret and attack such 
problems discreetly. Not so an incident that occured in Main Region 
South. There, one Emil Danzeisen had developed a network of V-men 
in the office of the Munich Police President. Danzeisen, one of the 
Movement’s gangster-like adventurers, had been involved in a sensa- 
tional attempt to assassinate Röhm in 1932, and had personal contacts 
among Reich leaders like Hess, Buch, and Schwarz. His exact affiliation 
with the SD remains unclear, but he had built such an extensive net- 
work of agents that he claimed it was an SD outpost, and told his 
agents that they were members. The agents, disgruntled Old Fighters 
and nonmember policemen, filed derogatory reports on the Wagner re- 
gime and leading officials, even in Himmler’s Bavarian Political Police. 
Rather than forwarding them through the SD, Danzeisen sent reports 
directly to Hess, Schwarz, and other Party leaders. When this led in 
1936 to Gestapo investigation, they broke up Danzeisen’s organization 
and disciplined the involved policemen. The local SD denied their mem- 
bership, and the Gestapo charged Danzeisen with operating an illegal 
intelligence operation.”’” By 1937, the resultant scandal forced tighter 
regulations for field posts and guidelines for the selection of V-persons. 

The Danzeisen affair reflects problems that still plagued the SD’s V- 
man network. Between 1934 and 1937, as that network took shape, 
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more formal procedures developed to control it, but they were clearly 
not effective by Danzeisen’s time. Only as late as 1936 did the SD insti- 
tute significant controls over its V-person system.** About the same 
time, they defined distinctions among the affiliates who worked as V- 
persons. Typically, however, SD members continued to confuse the cat- 
egories, partially because of differences between Gestapo and SD termi- 
nology.°? 

Outposts and some offices had district observers (BB or Bezirks 
Beobachter) who served as expert reporters on either a region or a spe- 
cialization such as the economy. Such unsalaried SD members had their 
own network of V-persons.*? They reported to either a desk chief or a 
field officer. 

More ordinary V-persons worked either with such observers or di- 
rectly with desk chiefs at all levels within the system. At some point, 
superior regions began to keep file cards on their V-persons.*! Not until 
December 1936 do they seem to have been required to send duplicates 
of their cards to the SD main office, which henceforth maintained a 
Reich central file.*” 

Regular V-persons took a special oath to serve the SD. For a few 
years there was an effort to limit them to SS members, except for fe- 
males, but by 1938, a solid NS commitment remained the sole crite- 
ria.* To preserve their unreproachable motivations, a V-person was not 
to be promised any advantages in gaining either SS or SD membership 
or promotions in any organization. 

Also classed as unsalaried SD associates were people titled feeders 
(Zubringer) and sources (Gewährsmänner). Feeders made occasional, 
unsolicited reports. Although they took no oath, they knew they were 
reporting to an SD man and thereby supporting its mission. Unlike a 
casual police informer, they were screened for ideological commitments 
and motives and usually had to have some NS affiliation. A “source,” 
on the other hand, was the personal acquaintance of an SD affiliate, to 
whom he might turn with an occasional question about which the 
source should be well informed. Unlike the feeder, he or she did not 
know he was feeding information to the SD. Like the feeder, however, 
the source was also allegedly screened for commitments and usually had 
NS affiliations.** 

V-persons, feeders, and sources were always under consideration 
for elevation to full membership, if they met the criteria and would be 
more useful to the SD. Persons in all three categories could be dropped 
instantly if they were no longer useful or proved in any way unsuitable. 
Only the V-person would hear of a formal severance, however.” 

Casual informants from the general population were rare because 
the SD was much less visible than the Gestapo, barring cases like Riech- 
ers and Bonifer, and the public knew much less about SD work. De- 
nouncers usually turned to the police.*° All of this fit well with the SD’s 
self-image of carefully chosen, well-informed, upright citizens in the ser- 
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vice of shaping the new order—a service above employing spies and in- 
formers. 

The Gestapo maintained a regular listing of unsuitable V-persons 
for its own, separate system of informers, and the SD distributed these 
lists to its field posts.*” SD criteria for suitability were different from 
the Gestapo’s, but unsuitability would have been similarly determined: 
compromised V-men, producers of inaccurate information, known secu- 
rity risks, and so forth. Gestapo and SD headquarters forbade the shar- 
ing of V-persons, but ordered their exchange between branches if they 
were more appropriate to the other organization’s work. 

One remaining category of persons used by the SD, but not as asso- 
ciates, were “agents.” They worked for the SD as paid informers, but 
the SD considered the practice so problematic that appropriate experts 
at the highest levels had to approve any use of them. They were to be 
employed indirectly to ensure against their having ties with an SD office. 
They could include persons within enemy circles, such as members of a 
Jewish or Catholic community, or KPD members.*® 

From all appearances, Danzeisen was an associate working under 
SD Superior Region South. Since he was not a member, the SD had no 
problem denying his affiliation and his “V-men.” Deniability was one 
obvious advantage of the SD system. Nevertheless, the Danzeisen affair 
and similar incidents clearly required much tighter controls. The desire 
of the outpost leader at Aschaffenburg to purge and rebuild his net 
probably grew from an SD-wide review of the system, and throughout 
1937 and 1938, Superior Region South’s files reveal ever tighter, 
system-wide methods for screening and monitoring V-persons.*? 

Although clues to the rigor of screening are rare, a few survive.°° 
The SD did reject candidates for reasons that anyone could admire. 
They even judged as unsuitable ideally positioned Party members and 
SS men, if they lacked community respect. The overbearing Nazi who 
judged others by attendance at all functions or by the enthusiasm of 
their “Heil Hitlers” served no purpose. If one’s family life generated 
public disdain, he had to be special to qualify.’ 

The quality and all-pervasiveness of the V-person network has been 
grossly exaggerated for the years under study. It was widely spread, but 
hit or miss in its coverage—poorly or inconsistently controlled for qual- 
ity. Nevertheless, from the beginning, V-persons were frequently well 
placed, knowledgeable, and influential members of their communities. 
Recruiters must have used the idealistic images of the SD to appeal to 
these people, who would have seen themselves as shapers of society 
rather then informers or spies. The network coalesced nationwide dur- 
ing the period between 1936 and 1938. 

At the headquarters level, V-person lists survive that reveal an addi- 
tional focus on experts who provided information. Some were orga- 
nized according to the positions of influence they occupied. For in- 
stance, one file card listed three V-men in the Berlin Racial-Political 
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Office.°? One was the official liaison officer, whom the SD used as an 
open conduit to every Party and government agency, the man responsi- 
ble for ensuring the officially required cooperation each such agency 
was obligated to provide. The other two were secret V-men, positioned 
not only to provide information lacking from the official channel, but 
also to make suggestions and take actions not known to originate from 
SD circles. Of course, they also evaluated the other personnel in the 
office, an activity that outsiders usually “confused” with spying. 
Clearly, the SD mission was so polymorphous that both its practitioners 
and their objects could perceive it several different ways. 


Mission and Image 


Such scandals as the Danzeisen affair continued to focus attention 
on mission and image. From Himmler and Heydrich’s perspective, the 
problem focused on two interrelated dichotomies. While their SS and 
police had to terrorize the “enemies,” they also had to earn the respect 
and support of all “good citizens.” Finding a balance between terror 
and respect was no easy exercise. The other conflict lay between the 
desire for an ideologically reliable agency like the SD, unrestricted by 
rigidly delimited guidelines, and the need for that agency to work with- 
out conflict with the Gestapo and other NS and state agencies it was 
supposed to purify. 

Heydrich recognized that the SD had earned its bad reputation in 
Party circles, and he disliked the image of spies and informers, although 
he cultivated the all-seeing-eyes image. In fact, he had another problem 
beside the SD’s image, one which he probably did not fully understand. 
The SD’s paranoid world view of camouflaged internal enemies and its 
self-righteous drive for purity set the frame of reference for SD opera- 
tions. Heydrich desired this sort of “ideological insight,” but not the 
related drive to act spontaneously and create problems. 

In the fall of 1935, Heydrich issued two directives, trying to limit 
and channel SD activities in relation to the Party. He criticized his sub- 
ordinates for being too involved in local relationships, thus impairing 
their objectivity and producing mistrust in Party circles. The SD would 
cease all investigation of Party affairs. They would report complaints 
about the Party directly to the Main Office, which would forward them 
without elaboration to the Deputy of the Führer.’ 

Heydrich made no effort, however, to square all this with the SD 
assignment to evaluate all key persons in Party and state. He and SD 
men obviously did not see this as spying any more than an FBI officer 
sees doing a security check as spying. For the objects of such reports, it 
was a different matter. SD work always generated multiple imagery. 

Of course, general mistrust of Himmler and Heydrich also lay at 
the root of the problem, but they blamed the V-persons and field work- 
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ers and their spontaneous attacks and libelous reports for the bad image 
of the SD. Cases like Danzeisen’s smear tactics against enemies in the 
Munich police were apparently common, although no others so boldly 
bypassed SD channels to go directly to higher authority. 

Such indiscretions endangered the whole SD operation, leading to 
demands that the names of V-persons and members be revealed so the 
accused could defend themselves. Although SD headquarters forbade 
the release of names, to remove the cause, it continually threatened irre- 
sponsible informants with severe disciplinary action. By summer 1936, 
it also sought to improve relations and operations by establishing liai- 
son officers between SD field posts and their respective local Party 
leaders.** 

Himmler and Heydrich could only admonish their subordinates to 
find the happy medium within the internal contradictions of the system 
and to walk the line with caution. Such pressures must have heightened 
the determination of many SD members to find other, more gratifying, 
missions and images. Thus, they made their contributions to the evolu- 
tion of their organization below the level of direct involvement by 
Himmler and Heydrich. 

The original SD mission had been observation of enemies and the 
internal security of the Movement. Although such work implicitly in- 
volved spying on the Party, formal arrangements with the Party increas- 
ingly denied this as an official function. Furthermore, Himmler’s acqui- 
sition of the political police had reduced SD observation of the enemy 
to “ideological intelligence.” The development of the two main depart- 
ments under Office II related directly to the evolution of the SD mission 
as it expanded from such original foci. 

A cursory look at the backgrounds and experiences of the men in 
these departments and in I 3 reveals more about the internal tensions. 
The people under Six in Central Department I 3, and under Behrends 
in Office II, formed a dichotomy typical of divisions within the SD. 
Many, especially those dealing with ideological enemies, had no special 
credentials other than in-office training and an ability to parrot shibbo- 
leths and to uncover alleged conspiratorial networks. In contrast, most 
of the men under Höhn in Central Department II 2 had academic cre- 
dentials, although their intellectual records did not always reveal a criti- 
cal independence. Where they did, an ideological bias that differed 
mostly in detail from NS mainlines frequently colored that “indepen- 
dence.” Nevertheless they were the sort of academics whom intelligence 
agencies usually recruit, and who provide well-informed, reasonably 
“objective” reports. 

In other words, among those who held the institutional image of 
the intellectual information service, there was a split between those who 
had reason to see themselves as legitimate experts and those they might 
disdain. Among the latter, there were many who were probably as intel- 
lectually proficient at their assigned tasks as their intellectually judg- 
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mental counterparts, and who could legitimately resent such biases. Fi- 
nally, there were certainly intellectually weak, amateurish hacks in 
both groups. 

Although components of Central Department II 1 had existed as a 
central intelligence agency since late 1933, it apparently developed an 
extended structure and systematic operation only after 1935. Further- 
more, all branches did not grow equally. 

Its subordinate main department dealing with political organiza- 
tions and movements (If 12) was probably the best developed, since it 
had been the focus of most SD work on enemies before 1934. Since 
control of its subjects belonged primarily to the Gestapo, its reduction 
to the role of ideological auxiliary limited further expansion. By the end 
of 1936, it was a strange hodgepodge of “specialists.” Main department 
head SS Captain Werner Göttsch was one of the previously described 
unemployed 1932 recruits from Kiel. A business college graduate and 
victim of the depression, he became one of those jacks-of-all-trades that 
Heydrich favored for willingness and ability to take on any kind of 
mission. In 1934 and 1935, he had moved back and forth between Ge- 
stapo and SD, most commonly working on espionage and counterespio- 
nage. Presumably, this prepared him to run the ideological intelligence 
service directed at political enemies.”° 

His appointment must have rankled some department leaders under 
him, for they had developed qualifications for their specialties. SS Lieu- 
tenant Martin Wolf was a gymnasium teacher in Saxony who had at 
least studied history and had worked at SD central since 1934 as a 
principal, focusing on Marxism. He had worked his way up through 
the ranks and training courses to assume the head of Department Marx- 
ism in October 1935.°° 

The qualifications of SS Captain Horst Böhme were better. He had 
first-hand knowledge of his subject, having been a member of the now- 
suspect Stahlhelm, Bund Wiking, and Bund Oberland between 1924 
and 1928. He had also completed the detective lieutenant’s training 
course at the Police Institute in Charlottenburg, and served for about 
one year in the Saxon Gestapo. He had headed Department Rightist 
Movements since June 1936.°7 

The branches of Main Department II 11, focusing on “alien ideolo- 
gies” (churches, Freemasons, and Jews), evolved more slowly and re- 
flected more clearly the shifting focus of SD attention in search of a 
raison d’étre distinct from police work. The organization of the 1933 
SD Office (Appendix B.3) revealed extensive emphasis on Freemasonry 
alone among the future components of Main Department II 11. The 
sole surviving early SD Situation Report of May/June 1934 reflected the 
rise to preeminence of the “Catholic Movement” as an object of atten- 
tion. More than half that report focused on this “enemy,” with the 
remainder divided almost equally among the rest.°* Such shifts in em- 
phasis (but not interpretation) distinguished SD intelligence from Ge- 
stapo reports, with their continued emphasis on the left and labor.”” 
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SD work on such enemies between 1934 and 1937 shifted from the 
controlling influence of the “old men,” the founding experts like Ilges 
and Schwartz-Bostunitsch, who were retired by 1937 as too decrepit.“ 
A new generation of experts, a mix of outside recruits and inside train- 
ees, replaced them. Less bookish, and undoubtedly more competent 
managers, they built the organizational structure the SD needed. SS 
Lieutenant Fritz Hartmann assumed command of Main Department II 
11 in February 1936, when he transferred in from the Berlin Gestapo 
Office. A law-trained civil servant and member of the Gestapo since 
1934, he had headed the desk for religious organizations.°! His transfer 
from the Gestapo to take over work on religious, Jewish, and Masonic 
enemies clearly reflected the SD’s need for competent management of 
its work on those enemies as well as its new emphasis on that work. 

The major impetus, however, came in spring 1937, when Franz Six 
took over both central departments, II 1 and II 2.6? His success in build- 
ing Central Department Press, overcoming inherent weaknesses of the 
SD, recommended him for the job. His zeal turned the branches under 
Main Department II ı into more competent intelligence agencies sup- 
ported by trained field operatives and a network of V-persons and 
agents. On the other hand, his focus on purifying Germany frustrated 
the plans of those like Reinhard Höhn to redefine the image and mission 
of II 2.6 As a result, they remained blurred. 

Emphasis on Catholicism under Department Political Churches (II 
113) not only reflected Himmler and Heydrich’s personal fixations, it 
also provided an enemy target that the police could attack only when 
individual clergy or organizations could be charged with endangering 
Party or state. Thus, the “legal” church offered a fruitful target for 
ideological intelligence, so that Desk Political Catholicism (II 1131) and 
other future desks of Department Political Churches had been evolving 
since early 1934. 

The same logic applied to Jewry as an enemy. From 1934, as frus- 
trated elements of the Movement turned their attention to the “Jewish 
Problem,” and attention refocused on that enemy and the need for a 
“constructive” solution, Himmler, Heydrich, and the SD took notice. 
As pressure mounted, culminating in the Nuremberg laws, the Gestapo 
could only arrest Jews who violated laws or seemed involved in some 
conspiracy. As an ideological intelligence agency, the SD could produce 
more “concrete information” on Jewish threats and propose more effec- 
tive action toward the solution of the Jewish problem. To enhance this 
possibility, the SD shunted aside the “funny old professors” Ilges and 
Schwartz-Bostunich, and Blaichinger, the principal for Jewry, and re- 
placed them with a newly recruited expert. 

Leopold von Mildenstein, a member of the Czech NSDAP, emi- 
grated to Braunschweig in 1932 and joined the SS. From a sideline as a 
correspondent for the Berliner Bérsenzeitung and a series of articles 
published in Der Angriff in fall 1934, he established a reputation as an 
expert on the Middle-East and Zionism. He indeed had personal con- 
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tacts in Zionist circles, and he came to Heydrich’s attention through his 
pro-Zionist Angriff articles advocating emigration. This was already the 
official SS/SD concept of “the Final Solution for our generation,” so 
in the summer of 1935, Heydrich recruited him to build up the SD 
section devoted to Jewry.‘° 

Mildenstein would last only one year, but during that time he alleg- 
edly made significant contributions to Himmler’s ideas about reducing 
obstacles to emigration, began training several future SD experts, pro- 
vided a solid picture of Jewish organizations in Germany, and estab- 
lished the SD’s “amicable” contacts in Jewish circles, specifically Zionist 
ones. But his small, still poorly trained staff remained overwhelmed and 
without any field structure to support it. It relied mostly on the Berlin 
Gestapo post for its “practical contact with Jews in Germany, which 
self-evidently was informed only about the local enemy conditions,” or 
so ran the later official line on Mildenstein’s shortcomings.*° 

Indeed, Mildenstein’s approach was too “theoretical” for success in 
Nazi circles, and according to him, Heydrich came to view him as too 
soft. He did not involve his people in Gestapo interrogations and appar- 
ently worried over the dissolution of some Jewish organizations. Never- 
theless, before his departure, he initiated the practical work of building 
a field structure, beginning with the appointment and training of desk 
chiefs at the superior regions and, in April 1936, the beginning of regu- 
lar monthly reports.°” 

From Mildenstein’s departure in July 1936 until the end of the year, 
Department II 112 consisted of SS Master Sergeant Kuno Schroeder and 
two SS technical sergeants including Adolf Eichmann, all Mildenstein’s 
young protégés. Schroeder boasted that a harder line emerged promptly 
as they joined Berlin Gestapo men in monitoring Jewish assemblies and 
in formulating the definition of “Jewry as enemy of state and Party.” 
The SD was to contribute forcefully to the fulfillment of official NS 
goals: the removal of Jewish influence from all spheres of public life, 
and the promotion of emigration. Toward those ends he planned a sig- 
nificant expansion of personnel working directly for Department II 112. 
Schroeder called for full-time desk chiefs and one to two salaried helpers 
at the superior region level. They were to build V-man networks, recruit 
Jews and “pro-Jews” as agents, and train desk chiefs at the subregions.°* 

By February 1937, Schroeder could report little progress on any of 
his goals. The staff remained the same, and its overload had prevented 
the mandated reworking of its subject-card-file (Sachkartei). At least its 
old, persons-card-file (Personenkartei) on important Jews included al- 
most 2,500 entries and would be expanded. He pathetically boasted 
that their participation in three Gestapo interrogations had garnered 
valuable information.°” Even so, much of the department’s energy still 
went into analysis of the Jewish press.’° 

Following Six’s spring arrival in Central Department H 1, all of 
Mildenstein’s people except Eichmann departed. Command fell to Lieu- 
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tenant Dieter Wisliceny, and the staff soon rose to six. Most important, 
Six’s influence led to a complete shift from the former “theoretical” 
approach to more “practical” action, meaning H 112 worked directly 
with the Gestapo on arrests and raids. The Gestapo loaned them its 
material on “international Jewry,” and they greatly expanded their fo- 
cus on Jews outside Germany.” 

In the field, the network under II 112 had begun to function from 
the spring of 1936. Superior regions not only produced regular monthly 
reports but responded to directives for reports on specific subjects such 
as identifying Jews still in influential positions and assimilationist influ- 
ences, and providing data on racial pollution cases, emigrations, and 
returns. They also scoured their areas for suitable V-persons. For sup- 
port at the subregion level, desk chiefs busily stimulated the imagina- 
tions of overworked outpost leaders. They were to uncover Marxist and 
Catholic contacts with local Jews and to report Jews seen buying NS 
paraphernalia or pictures of the Führer.”? 

The new emphasis on Department Jewry also grew from the SD 
need to justify itself independently from the Gestapo. Although both 
Gestapo and Bavarian Political Police had better developed intelligence 
sections on Jewry than did the early SD, these police did not combat 
Jews as such, but only those involved in specific crimes or suspect orga- 
nizations. Thus, Jewry, like Catholicism, offered another realm for SD 
development as ideological supplement beyond the Gestapo, so its 
heightened interest in Jewry may well have grown in part from Gestapo- 
SD rivalry.” 

To convert that rivalry into constructive cooperation, in July 1937, 
Himmler signed the “Functions Order” (Funktionsbefehl), formalizing 
a division of labor that Gestapo and SD had worked out. Nevertheless, 
it hardly created the separate SD identity desired by advocates of intel- 
lectual intelligence. It merely clarified the SD role as ideological auxil- 
iary of the Gestapo.”4 

Basically, matters related to “executive” actions and threats to na- 
tional security that could lead to arrest fell to the Gestapo: Marxism, 
high treason, and immigrants. As the ideological intelligence agency, the 
SD dealt exclusively with the study of Freemasonry and legitimate Ger- 
man life—that is, most of the objects covered by Central Department II 
2. In a gray area fell ideological enemies such as the churches, Jewry, 
and right-wing opposition, and the economy and the press. The SD re- 
searched the fundamental nature and motivation of such “enemies,” 
while the Gestapo worked on specific cases of criminality. When the SD 
uncovered suspected criminality, it was to inform the Gestapo. By the 
same token, the SD was to have access to all Gestapo material that 
could cast light on its work. The Functions Order led to the exchange 
of intelligence files, agents, and V-persons. Of course, the division of 
labor was in no way precise, nor could it overcome the ingrained rivalry 
and distrust. Nevertheless, it increased formal cooperation and opened 
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doors to the SD for more effective operations, especially for work on 
Jews. The SD was the prime beneficiary, temporarily. 

By the end of 1937, Department JI 112 had laid the foundations 
for Eichmann’s war-time career, but the organization under it remained 
minimally developed. Before the Functions Order, Reinhard Flesch, 
desk chief II B4 of the Gestapo Office, had expedited cooperation with 
the Gestapo Office and its Berlin main post. The Functions Order ele- 
vated the level of cooperation. The SD Main Office integrated the files 
from Gestapo headquarters into its own, while at the provincial level, 
Gestapo posts regularly forwarded material to SD superior regions. The 
SD sent observers during Gestapo raids and interrogations to ensure 
that SD interests were not overlooked. By 1938, both agencies cooper- 
ated in a concerted drive to remove foreign Jews from positions in Ger- 
many, and the SD had established liaison with Jewish organizations and 
every agency of Party and state involved in emigration. It assisted the 
departure of poor Jews, otherwise unable to leave, and broke down 
barriers created by the Reich ministry of economics.”* 

Still, I 112 had minimal success in developing its field system. De- 
spite improvements, reports from the superior regions remained unsatis- 
factory. Even at that level, but especially in the subregions and outposts, 
adequate people were simply not available. Desk chiefs still had several 
responsibilities, and training programs and materials remained perfunc- 
tory. The field posts had not developed V-man networks for I] 112 
work, nor had they acquired Jews as agents; only Gestapo agents were 
available. So Department II 112 decided that it would try to maintain a 
V-person and agent network only out of the central office, while field 
posts would rely entirely on Gestapo interrogations for local informa- 
tion. During this year, Hagen and Eichmann began their trips to Pales- 
tine, and other men went elsewhere in Europe to recruit V-persons and 
agents to expand II 112 contact with international Jewry.’® 

Aside from becoming a small Party agency representing Himmler’s 
interests in the overcrowded bureaucracy dealing with Jewish emigra- 
tion, the SD had garnered little for its self-justification. Its experts had 
no claims to superior authority except in Himmler’s mind and Hey- 
drich’s ambitions, which could change. Its fabled network of all-seeing 
eyes could see far less than the zealous informers who ran to the Ge- 
stapo with every tale. Thus, as late as 1938, on the eve of an escalation 
in the Jewish problem, the SD had achieved no status in Jewish affairs 
that truly justified its independent existence. 

Of course, it would be wrong to attribute the radicalization of NS- 
Jewish policy to this minor internal tension, for the pressures that pro- 
duced the pogrom of 1938 and forced emigration developed largely out- 
side Sipo and SD. Ironically, in 1938, when such developments brought 
executive responsibility for Jewish emigration to Sipo and SD, the exec- 
utive character of that work ensured its assignment to the Gestapo, 
leaving the SD once again in an adjunct capacity.” Tensions within 
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Sipo and SD helped to generate a process of competitive radicalization 
that may have prepared some members for their future roles. 

A more exact source of that SD radicalization on the Jewish prob- 
lem was the gap between their own sense of propriety and the rabid 
anti-Semitism of elements in the Party whom they believed they should 
be guiding. To “lead” these elements, they had to have their own brand 
of radicalism; thus, their policy between 1934 and 1938 was peculiarly 
ambivalent. For instance, during the heightened tensions of 1935, the 
SD used Schwarze Korps and other organs to criticize anti-Semitic ex- 
cesses as harmful. The SD and the Gestapo censored some of the more 
crude anti-Semitic publications. This was hardly the sign of a relatively 
pro-Jewish stance under Mildenstein, and the “sophistication” of SD 
experts in their criticism of crude propaganda can also be attributed to 
a general opposition to any public education that they themselves did 
not formulate. Their sophistication lay in their self-proclaimed ability 
to see the more “subtle links” in the great international network of 
Jewish conspiracy and to neutralize such threats effectively.’® 

By the end of 1936, the SD had clearly proclaimed its goal of shap- 
ing NS Jewish policy. They would force Jewish influence out of all 
spheres of public life, and then promote emigration. In many respects, 
this program bore the stamp of Mildenstein’s interest in Zionism. Al- 
though the SD would push emigration as the solution, the Zionist link 
soon lost favor, because their emigration plan could strengthen Jewry 
by creating a Jewish state, and because Palestine seemed too problem- 
atic. Although the SD’s radical solution based on a “respectable” ap- 
proach was by definition an interim solution, they proclaimed it the 
“final solution for their generation.” 7? 

Despite the drive to focus on enemies whom the police could not 
fully prosecute, the SD work of Central Department II 1 conspicuously 
paralleled that of Gestapo Main Department II. Given such overlap, 
friction continued to grow between Gestapo and SD. Well before the 
Functions Order, all other branches of the Movement including the SS 
had been forbidden to participate in police actions. Only the SD could 
participate in Gestapo actions, and only the Gestapo could call on it to 
do so. The Gestapo had standing orders to turn over to the SD all 
material not needed for prosecutions. The Functions Order was only 
one of many efforts to delineate inseparable missions. Behind the formal 
cooperation remained insurmountable barriers of mistrust and jealousy. 
Gestapo detectives viewed SD men as Nazi amateur interlopers. SD men 
doubted the ideological understanding and commitment of the detec- 
tives to combating well-camouflaged enemies whose spirit was present 
even in many Catholic and conservative detectives themselves.®° 

SD evaluation of the political suitability of policemen exacerbated 
Gestapo suspicions. It was Nazi political interference in police profes- 
sionalism.*! Thus, the Sipo-SD, which was supposed to facilitate union, 
was caught in the middle. The working SD suspected most detective 
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recruits as inadequately imbued with an NS/SS spirit. Professional detec- 
tives saw SS-SD recruits into the Gestapo as unprofessional amateurs 
and spies. They also had doubts about their own men who joined the 
SS-SD. 

Indeed, the tendency of some low-ranking Gestapo-SD to continue 
to act like the poorly disciplined SS auxiliaries of the early years perpet- 
uated such feelings. For example, in Bavaria in 1935, an SD man serv- 
ing as teletypist in a local Bavarian Political Police office used his access 
to files to find suspected Communists. Without informing superiors, he 
and buddies in the local SD then tried to entrap them. When their plan 
backfired, subsequent publicity made the police look like amateurs and 
led to recriminations and open hostility between the local Bavarian Po- 
litical Police and the SD.8? Of course the Danzeisen affair greatly dis- 
credited the SD among policemen, encouraging negative conclusions 
about the sort of V-persons upon whom the SD based its evaluations. 

The SD had to look for and report nonconformists and petty of- 
fenders. When the Gestapo acted on these reports, SD personnel partici- 
pated in the raids as observers to collect material. Thus, they “encour- 
aged” the Gestapo’s executive actions. Although SD men could boast 
that they thus provided the essential ideological direction to police 
work,®° such activity bore the taint of police agents and provided no 
secure justification for existence as the police came increasingly under 
SS command. 

In contrast, Central Department II 2 represented a different slant 
on the mission and image emerging from under the vague umbrella of 
ideological intelligence. Unlike the work of II 1, which focused on ene- 
mies, this section’s mission dealt with the “good people” in all spheres 
of German life, ostensibly not as subjects of suspicion, but of study. 
The SD leaders involved focused heavily on the image of an agency that 
kept the Leadership informed about the true state of the nation, and 
they evolved this SD mission more spontaneously than any other. Ini- 
tially Himmler was less aware of the full significance of their course, 
and in subsequent years would periodically limit them. This encouraged 
them to see themselves as separate from Himmler, much of his SS, and 
what it stood for. Though a logical outgrowth of Heydrich’s imagery, 
this mission evolved without his active initiative. It came primarily from 
the intellectual types whom he attracted with idealistic images. He en- 
couraged but did not direct their evolution.** 

Although Otto Ohlendorf, the later head of the relevant branch of 
the SD, is normally associated with this development, it originated with 
Reinhard Höhn. Rapidly rising to lieutenant colonel by January 1937, 
and leading Central Department I 2, Höhn also became a professor in 
the Faculty of Law at Berlin and Director of the Institute for State Re- 
search.** 

Both Höhn’s personality and his ideological positions significantly 
shaped intellectual tendencies in the young SD. While still a schoolboy 
in Meiningen, he became a leader in the Youth-Ring South Thüringia, 
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which involved him in the “fight against trash and filth” (Schund und 
Schmutz) 8° and Communism. Entering university in 1923, he studied 
law and national economy and began a short affiliation with the NS 
Movement. After the failure of the 1923 putsch, he joined the Young 
German Order, but broke with it in 1929, and devoted his energies to 
the “scientific study of the idea of the national community.” “Against 
his father’s will,” he began private teaching at the University of Jena to 
become “financially independent.” Unlike most NS members, but like 
many SD intellectuals, Höhn was an independent thinker who had trou- 
ble subordinating himself to any one authority, especially on the subject 
of future goals. His early writings on the nature of the Volks commu- 
nity shared in much Nazi imagery, but also contained occasional criti- 
cisms of Hitler and the Movement. Later discovery of these produced 
charges against him and forced his removal from leadership in the SD.°” 

When Hohn first began in the Berlin office, his interest was “learn- 
ing and the universities.” From this sort of work, Höhn’s new mission 
sprang. Like many of the SD, he abhorred the image of spy and in- 
former and preferred that of idealistically serving citizen. Using these 
images, he recruited from faculty and students an informal body of ex- 
perts known as the “Intellectual SD” (Geistiger SD). Thus, while Beh- 
rend’s Central Division II 1 continued to concentrate on enemy observa- 
tion, Höhn’s inclined increasingly toward “analytical reporting on the 
broad spheres of German life” (Lebensgebietsarbeit). He wished to cap- 
ture the mood of the nation, to measure public responses to the regime, 
and to analyze them “for the benefit of the leadership,” that is, as a 
way to influence them “positively.” 88 

When Ohlendorf entered Höhn’s office in May 1936, they were 
still reporting on suspect persons, but the future direction had emerged. 
Ohlendorf had become the expert on economic affairs in agriculture, 
and Höhn found him appealing, particularly because of his outspoken 
criticism of economic developments. Ohlendorf claimed that he con- 
sented to work in the SD with the understanding that their work would 
involve critical analysis.°? 

Nevertheless, given Himmler and Heydrich’s sense of mission, Six’s 
influence over all of Office II, and Höhn’s departure in 1937, the intel- 
lectual SD would be frustrated in its efforts to “purify” its mission. 
Although Hohn had managed to establish the idea that II 2 did not 
focus on enemies, he could not free it from the assumption that it would 
contribute to SD work against enemies and would report appropriate 
cases for Gestapo action. 

For instance, in December 1936, Office I, responsible for the overall 
supervision of the SD’s intelligence files, ordered their revision. Al- 
though the new guidelines acknowledged the difference between II 1’s 
enemy work and II 2’s life-sphere focus, Office Ps main concern re- 
mained the exploitability of the card files for “executive” actions. II 2 
was expected to contribute to person-card-files as well as subject-card- 
files. The typically ambiguous guidelines provided specific examples of 
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what II 1 would contribute, but were vague about what II 2 would 
provide.” Leaders like Six who were preoccupied with the purification 
of Germany would neither allow nor appreciate the distinctions Höhn 
sought. Undoubtedly, their own needs to clean out trash and filth and 
to fight evil influences also prevented the Höhns and Ohlendorfs from 
achieving the clean break they held in their minds as an idealized self- 
image. 

A surviving set of person-card-files from an SD subregion shows 
how even as late as the war years, after Ohlendorf commanded RSHA 
Office III, which allegedly devoted itself to “pure intelligence,” its files 
also included potential reports to Gestapo for executive action. One 
must admit, however, that SD members’ insistence at the Nuremberg 
trials that they did not spy for and report people to the Gestapo was 
not entirely unfounded. Frequently the SD employed “constructive edu- 
cational methods” for dealing with nonconformists who should have 
been positive role models. Rather than reporting them to the Gestapo, 
they had their superiors talk to them. If they proved recalcitrant, the 
SD engineered disciplinary transfers to increasingly isolated, undesirable 
posts.”! As the chapters on the Gestapo have shown, the SD provided 
surprisingly few reports for Gestapo action. 

Still, as late as 1938-1939, the field work under Main Department 
II 23, Economy, focused as much on specific cases as it did on reporting 
the general mood. Both to gather information and to exercise its influ- 
ence, its affiliates operated in the Labor Front and other agencies well 
positioned for such work. In Main-Franken, the subregion desk for II 
23 called regularly on its network to investigate economic situations 
clearly related to suspected enemy activity. Jewish influences and the 
evasion of Aryanization were prime concerns. It was as interested in the 
political inclinations of owners as it was in their business, employee 
relations, and so on. It was not above nosing into the most specific 
economic details, such as defaults on one particular loan, where it 
seemed to be concerned with the justice of the case. As in other fields, 
this SD main department mixed intelligence gathering with an aspira- 
tion to instill proper attitudes and behavior among the German people. 
It presumed to be a moral as well as ideological monitor and mentor.”” 

Clearly, the SD had evolved a variety of distinct, but unfortunately 
inseparable missions, many of which were related to the ego identities 
of the membership. Given the insights into that membership developed 
in chapter 6, one should be able to explore the theory that the ties 
between mission and identities that these men generated helped make 
them more susceptible to involvement in legitimized violence. One can 
also see how these mixed identities could work so well on both role- 
and value-oriented men, hitting them with a double dose from both 
appeals. But first, the remaining SD department and its mission, foreign 
intelligence, requires review. 





The Foreign 
Intelligence Mission 


The third major SD mission, foreign intelligence and counterespionage, 
continued to develop more slowly than the others, undoubtedly because 
the SD never had any claim to a monopoly as it had for domestic Party 
operations. Also, the SD’s alliance with the Gestapo was less helpful in 
this area. 

Once Himmler and Heydrich secured their monopoly of political 
police power in spring 1934, they could curb domestic competition with 
the SD. The political police curbed all overt activity by Party agencies in 
both domestic intelligence and counterespionage. They could not totally 
eliminate it, however, for others could claim a need for information 
gathering related to their missions. The SD had to negotiate de- 
limitations and cooperation in the gray areas of overlap with each 
agency. In the process, however, they won access to the competitions’ 
contacts and information. The same applied to competing state agencies 
that could not be denied legitimate domestic intelligence operations.! 

In the realm of foreign intelligence, there were no such advantages. 
Both the foreign ministry and the military had preeminent claims to 
legitimacy and expertise, which Hitler respected. Innumerable other 
public and private agencies had legitimate information gathering needs 
outside Germany’s borders. The Movement had a welter of such 
agencies. 

In this competition, both the Gestapo and SD actually lost ground 
at first. In January 1934, the Foreign Ministry got Göring’s consent to 
exclude the Gestapo from intelligence gathering outside Germany. It 
had to limit itself to border surveillance, domestically available sources, 
and reports from the Abwehr and Foreign Ministry. In the spring, both 
the military and the Foreign Ministry combined to win Hitler’s support 
for the official exclusion of both SA and SS (SD) from foreign activities. 
But the legitimate and indispensable role of the counterespionage 
branch of the Gestapo, the Abwehr-police, in support of the military 
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Abwehr, and the SD’s status as its ideological auxiliary provided the 
decisive wedge for continued operations.” 

After January 1935, and after Admiral Wilhelm Canaris became 
head of the military Abwehr, Werner Best headed the Abwehr-police, 
and Heinz Jost SD counterespionage. The three developed a modus vi- 
vendi that led to extensive cooperation. The Gestapo expanded its legiti- 
mate overt and its tolerated covert foreign operations, as extensions of 
its responsibilities inside Germany. The SD gained military recognition 
as the replacement of all Party agencies in domestic counterespionage 
and countersabotage, and related intelligence operations inside the 
borders, but focused outward.’ 

For the next few years, SD counterespionage would bulk larger 
than more-general foreign intelligence or espionage. Yet the value of its 
counterespionage role is questionable. It provided no better contacts 
than the Labor Front inside industry for recruiting field workers (M- 
Beauftragter) for the Abwehr. Only from the NS ideological perspective 
could it recruit better than the Gestapo alone. Most of its reports on 
sabotage paralleled the Gestapo’s and derived from former Labor Front 
networks. Finally, its own field network increased Abwehr and Gestapo 
coverage only through redundancy. Only Nazis could believe its special 
attention to Jews and Gypsies as potential foreign agents made it a valu- 
able ideological supplement.* Nevertheless, with military approval as a 
base, both Gestapo and SD expanded into other realms of foreign intel- 
ligence. 

Until the late 1930s, SS influence in foreign policy remained mini- 
mal. Radical imperialism and quick victories for nationalist foreign pol- 
icy goals were impossible; therefore, their advocates had little appeal to 
Hitler for the moment. The moderate and cautious had to hold the 
positions of power and responsibility. Nevertheless, Hitler kept the radi- 
cals on the back burner. They all held some position involved in foreign 
affairs. Himmler found his entry late, through the problem of racial 
Germans.’ 

The early exclusion of the SS from influence in foreign affairs had 
its effect on the SD. For instance, although none of the written 
agreements with the Abwehr explicitly excluded the SD from foreign 
intelligence (only from military intelligence), those personally involved 
generally refer to an agreement with both Abwehr and the Foreign Min- 
istry that severely limited the SD’s action. By the same token, they offi- 
cially excluded the Gestapo. Nevertheless, neither the Gestapo nor the 
SD could be excluded, for they always had the legitimate claim that for 
defense against internal enemies they needed foreign contacts to trace 
their foreign connections. As a result, Gestapo and SD foreign intelli- 
gence operations developed, but under bothersome limitations. They 
had free reign for building information collection facilities on borders, 
in ports, and through immigration agencies,* but their competitors cur- 
tailed their foreign-based sources, which remained haphazard. 
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In addition to military and foreign office obstruction, Party authori- 
ties also interfered. Alfred Rosenberg’s Foreign Political Office (Aussen- 
politisches Amt der NSDAP, APA), had well-established intelligence 
connections, especially through German students abroad, until Hey- 
drich managed to break and absorb its intelligence department late in 
1934. Following the June proclamation of the SD’s monopoly over do- 
mestic intelligence in the Party, the SD absorbed the Party District and 
APA domestic intelligence services (ND), heretofore coordinated by Ar- 
thur Schumann in liaison with Heydrich. From all appearances, Schu- 
mann’s foreign intelligence branch in the APA might have eluded Hey- 
drich’s grasp indefinitely, but through a process that is not entirely 
clear, Heydrich brought Schumann and his ND under a cloud of suspi- 
cion and absorbed his entire operation.’ 

Meanwhile, other Nazis had also taken over some ostensibly pri- 
vate organizations, while consolidating and controlling others. For in- 
stance, the Association for Germanism Abroad (Verein fiir das Deutsch- 
tum im Ausland, VDA), worked for the preservation and development 
of Germanism among racial Germans. The League of the German East 
(Bund Deutscher Osten, BDO) was a consolidation of organizations 
working for eastern expansion and influence. Incidentally, such ap- 
proved organizations owed their monopolies to Gestapo suppression of 
their competition,® which required in turn their cooperation with the 
Gestapo. 

Hess had formed the most significant of these Party agencies in 
1931, the Foreign Organization of the Party (Auslandsorganisation der 
NSDAP, AO), which served as the Party Gau for members abroad, in- 
cluding seamen. In 1933, Ernst Bohle became its head, and Hess gave 
the organization strong support. In addition to assisting and indoctri- 
nating racial Germans and German citizens abroad, Bohle sought to 
operate an intelligence service. He reported on attitudes among Ger- 
mans abroad, and expanded that into general intelligence on foreign 
attitudes toward Germany. His organization also focused on enemies 
among Germans abroad, intimidating and even “arresting” them. In 
short, he had a counterpart to Sipo and SD for Germans abroad.” 

Of course, the competitors also had to cooperate, giving the Ge- 
stapo and SD opportunities to establish foreign contacts for their own 
work. In November 1935, however, Frick signed an order channeling 
through the Foreign Organization all ministerial correspondence (in- 
cluding police) with all foreign posts of the Party. Characteristically, 
Best forwarded the order to all Gestapo officials, telling them to adhere 
“as closely as possible.” 1° 

Abwehr, Sipo, and SD developed liaison with the Foreign Organiza- 
tion. Beginning in November 1936, an SS Lieutenant Waneck established 
liaison for Sipo and SD. Wherever they did not compete, it cooperated 
closely with them in the spirit of strengthening national security. One 
took the Abwehr’s right to military intelligence so much for granted that 
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local Foreign Organization and Abwehr workers cooperated too sponta- 
neously. Their operations often exceeded control by either headquarters. 
One finds indications of similar problems for Sipo and SD cooperation 
with the Organization, especially in some of the cases of Germans “ar- 
rested” abroad and smuggled back into Germany. When the Organiza- 
tion functioned as a clandestine police among Germans abroad, it turned 
its arrestees over to either the Gestapo or the Criminal Police. The 
branches of the Organization that performed these “arrests” were the 
Harbor Service and the Seafarer Section, both under Kurt Wermke. He 
worked closely with Abwehr, Gestapo, and SD, and was adopted into the 
SS-SD in spring 1936. The Organization people also kept the Gestapo 
and SD well informed on returning émigrés and businessmen abroad. De- 
spite increasing ties to SS and SD, Bohle clung to the idea that he should 
have dominance in political-ideological intelligence abroad, and this led 
to growing friction as SD intentions to extend its Party intelligence mo- 
nopoly over the “foreign Gau” became apparent. !! 

Fearing international incidents while Germany remained vulnerable, 
Hitler called for control over such intrigues. He pressed Hess to regulate 
the problems of Germans abroad, leading to the 1935 creation of the 
Central Post for Racial Germans (Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle, VoMi). 
Since initial efforts failed to establish the desired control, Hess turned 
to Himmler, on whom he had become increasingly dependent for polic- 
ing the Party. He asked for an SS man to take charge, giving Himmler 
his entry into foreign affairs. In 1937, SS General Werner Lorenz took 
over VoMi, and his deputy became Hermann Behrends, facilitating SD 
use of that office. !? 

For influence in foreign affairs, Himmler had another entry point. 
Since 1932, he had had close relations with Joachim von Ribbentrop, 
who became Deputy for External Political Questions on the Staff of the 
Führer’s Deputy. From the summer of 1935, Ribbentrop had developed 
his influence, and when he took over the Foreign Ministry in 1938, 
Himmler’s SS and SD expanded freely into foreign affairs. Even before 
that, however, Himmler established SS and SD liaisons by drawing ame- 
nable Foreign Ministry personnel into the SS. For instance, when 
Himmler was in Rome in December 1936, he inducted Legation Coun- 
selor Dr. Emil Schumburg, assigning him to the SD Main Office. 
Schumburg, as head of the German Desk of the Foreign Ministry, went 
on to serve until 1944 as a liaison for the SS and SD."? 

Clearly, the highly vaunted Gestapo and SD foreign network was 
just beginning during the period of this study, and the two organiza- 
tions had to rely heavily on others for their work. Himmler could ex- 
ploit his successful penetration of foreign affairs only after 1938-1939. 
Nevertheless, both Gestapo and SD had laid foundations for this exploi- 
tation by 1936. 

The SD’s foreign missions grew directly out of the observation of 
enemies, and through 1936, that remained closely tied to the supple- 
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mental police status of the SD. By the same token, this sphere of SD 
operations was suffused with the parallel SD missions of providing a 
positive influence, of shaping and molding people and institutions, and 
of purging the unsuitable from positions in which they could do harm 
to the cause. 

Office II of the SD Main Office, which worked closely with the 
Gestapo Abwehr police, had two central departments (see Appendix 
B.5). Central Department III 1, Foreign Life Spheres, concerned itself 
with intelligence about foreign nations, their public opinion, and some 
espionage. Central Department III 2, External Abwehr, focused on en- 
emy organizations operating in neighboring states.'4 

This organizational split paralleled that in Office Il, distinguishing 
between “pure” intelligence and enemy observation. Nevertheless, such 
distinctions seem to have acquired less significance in foreign SD work. 
Foreign intelligence always has a more positive image than spying on 
fellow citizens, so it did not compel the same pursuit of positive image 
and separation from Gestapo work that plagued men in Office I. 

Because of the early restrictions, SD foreign intelligence had its ori- 
gins in the field posts in border areas. To develop a more significant 
central organization for coordinating this work, in July 1934, Werner 
Best recruited Heinz Jost and recommended him to Heydrich. As a law 
trained civil servant in Hesse, Jost had worked with Best, who subse- 
quently drew him into the Hessian Gestapo, where they both ran afoul 
of Gauleiter Springer. In the SD, Heydrich and Best assigned him re- 
sponsibility for building the small headquarters section for foreign intel- 
ligence. By January 1935, he represented the SD Main Office in negotia- 
tions among Abwehr, Gestapo, and SD, becoming Best’s SD 
counterpart. In January 1936, he became head of Central Department 
III 1, and in May took over III 2 as well, serving as deputy to Heydrich, 
who acted as’head of Office III. Nevertheless, as late as January 1937, 
Office III remained the smallest in the Main Office, with only twelve 
officers and twenty-nine other personnel. Considering its extensive 
involvement in Abwehr work, this small staff reveals very little SD em- 
phasis on foreign intelligence not related to counterespionage. 

The personnel of Office III tended to be less academic than those in 
Office II. Instead, they were men who had lived and traveled widely in 
their areas of responsibility. Their education or training was frequently 
in business or agriculture, but they had first-hand knowledge of foreign 
countries. Like their domestic SD counterparts, those specialists focus- 
ing on enemies were divided between those who had appropriate back- 
grounds and those with an NS/SS-inculcated ability to uncover the ideo- 
logical enemy. 

Early SD foreign operations are the hardest to reconstruct because 
of the fragmentary evidence and the hyperbole that surrounds most 
espionage work. One gets the impression that it was the least well- 
developed component, but this might be misleading. Foreign intelli- 
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gence centered largely on the superior regions, while counterespion-age 
was mostly field work coordinated with the Gestapo and Abwehr. 
The smallness of the central department may have reflected a lean effi- 
ciency. 

In the realm of foreign activities, the SD retained its primitive raison 
d’étre longest. Since domestic police power did not give the Nazis a 
legal executive arm for crushing enemies in foreign countries, they still 
needed organizations to conduct clandestine activities more politically 
focused than those of the military Abwehr. In Abwehr-police work, as 
in any other, SS-SD cooperation with the police had begun in the auxil- 
iary police capacity, and, after the spring of 1934, such cooperation in 
foreign matters remained close. The SD performed assignments that 
could not be trusted to the police. In this way, the Gestapo, as an 
agency of the state, remained “innocent.” Consequently, in foreign ac- 
tivities, the SD developed and retained a capacity for executive action. 
The SD’s support role for the Gestapo also provided an official pretext 
for liaison with and support from state agencies involved in foreign 
affairs, the most important being the military Abwehr and the Foreign 
Ministry. 

Our specific knowledge of early SD operations is unfortunately de- 
pendent on the thriller stories of SD memoirists who, nevertheless, pro- 
vide insight. Among its earliest coups, the SD claimed the exposure of 
a Czech espionage operation that had penetrated the German High 
Command. Alfred Naujocks took credit for this work. Heydrich in- 
volved himself from the beginning, and made all decisions.'® 

According to Naujocks, his original lead came in August 1934, 
from a double agent. By his own admission, Naujocks performed ama- 
teurishly, and his success resulted from unbelievably dumb luck. The 
Gestapo made the arrests in the general staff and caught the Czech 
agents. Naujocks described their operations as so amateurish that one 
can hardly believe they had significant value. According to the official 
version, the head of the ring supplied his intelligence simultaneously 
to Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union. One gets the impression that 
Heydrich blew the incident out of all proportion as part of his struggle 
with the pre-Canaris Abwehr. 

The killing of Rudolf Formis in Czechoslovakia in January 1935 
was another sensational operation also involving Naujocks, and a clear 
case of SD-Gestapo cooperation. The Gestapo located a clandestine ra- 
dio transmitter operated by Formis to broadcast propaganda from 
Czechoslovakia for Otto Strasser’s Black Front. According to Naujocks, 
a special assignment came from Hitler, and Heydrich had promised to 
kidnap Formis and bring him back alive. The Gestapo provided Nau- 
jocks with support: passports, a car, and equipment. Again, Naujocks 
tells a colorful tale. Unfortunately, he shot Formis fatally when his pe- 
culiar scheme backfired, causing embarrassing publicity in the Czech 
press. 1” 
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Both of these stories reveal not only a high degree of amateurism 
and a flair for juvenile cloak-and-dagger adventures, but also a small, 
hit-and-miss approach to the illegal foreign espionage of the early SD. 
They explain conservative military and diplomatic concerns about both 
the Gestapo and SD. They also show how the NS leadership and Ge- 
stapo relied on the SD for special assignments, and how Heydrich in- 
volved himself directly, tying together Gestapo and SD. But such sensa- 
tional adventures were by no means typical of SD-Gestapo foreign 
work, which, like most intelligence work, if done correctly, replaces 
romantic adventure with dull routine. 

Wilhelm Krichbaum, as director of Main Department III of the 
Saxon Gestapo in Dresden and an operative of the SD, performed the 
more typical, officially sanctioned work. In December 1933, to screen 
émigrés for Czech agents seeking to penetrate the Movement, Rudolf 
Hess had ordered the creation of a Sudeten German Control Post in 
Dresden under the Foreign Organization. Allegedly, Heydrich got the 
job for Krichbaum, who made the post an important Gestapo and SD 
information-gathering center for Czechoslovakia. The post could use its 
authority to pressure émigrés to become agents or to provide contacts, 
and Krichbaum’s appointment represented one of the earlier SD pene- 
trations of the Foreign Organization.'® 

Until his recruitment into the SS-SD, Krichbaum had not been a 
Nazi, but an ardent fellow traveler with links to military Abwehr work. 
Probably through these channels, he had entered the Saxon police in 
Abwehr work in the summer of 1933. His subsequent appointment as 
head of Saxon Gestapo Department III, Abwehr, while simultaneously 
head of the Foreign Organization control post and a member of the 
SD,!? reflected a rapid expansion of SD contacts in military, state, and 
Party agencies involved in foreign intelligence. They also reveal a wide- 
spread, informal network that preceded formal organizational develop- 
ment and paper trails that testify to SD activity. 

In addition to gathering intelligence, like his counterparts in inter- 
nal SD work, Krichbaum interpreted freely. With his close collaborator, 
Hans Krebs, he issued reports highly critical of the moderates around 
Konrad Henlein, leader of the Sudeten NS Movement. Thus, he and 
Krebs may have influenced Himmler’s attitudes in favor of the more 
radical wing in the Sudeten Movement and of more radical approaches 
in Czechoslovakia. Nevertheless, Himmler understood Krebs’ role well 
enough to be on guard against his infiltration of the SD through Krich- 
baum’s operation.*° As a result, Gestapo-SD attention to Czechoslova- 
kia greatly expanded by 1935, to draw reports from many other 
sources. 

Typical of the uncoordinated informality of SS-SD foreign work, 
Himmler maintained his own independent sources, although he shared 
them with Heydrich. One such was Walter von Lierau, another of 
Himmler’s early links in the Foreign Ministry and a consul in Czecho- 
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slovakia. An SS member since 1932, he was assigned directly to Himm- 
ler, for special duties. He represented another anti-Henlein influence, 
and another link with the Foreign Organization, with whom he con- 
spired. His many independent ties bothered Heydrich, however, espe- 
cially as he began to work with both the SD and the Abwehr in such 
a way that Heydrich finally recommended his expulsion from the SS. 
Nevertheless, Himmler kept him on his staff for his useful connec- 
tions.?! 

Given the geographic encirclement of Czechoslovakia by Germany, 
the SD had three superior regions focusing on that country: South, Mid- 
dle, and Southeast, coordinated only through the central department. 
Two examples of the diversity of Superior Region South’s feelers emerge 
from surviving personnel files. Detective lieutenant Fritz Preis led the 
Bavarian border police post at Eger in Czechoslovakia under the Bavar- 
ian Political Police. He served as an SD V-man from April 1933, and 
became a member in July 1934. He must have worked with Adolf 
Puchta, who shortly thereafter became department head in SD Subre- 
gion Bavarian East Mark. Puchta was a refugee from Czechoslovakia, 
where, as a longstanding NS member, he had served as a feeder for a 
Saxon Gestapo outpost until March 1934, when he was forced to flee 
to avoid imprisonment for his activities. He was instantly taken into the 
SS-SD and employed on the Czech border.?? 

Within the Sudeten NS Movement itself, SD contacts were strong 
in anti-Henlein circles. Both Friedrich Brehm and Otto Liebl, active Na- 
zis since the 1920s, had broken with Henlein in 1936. By 1935, both 
men had established contact with the SD as V-men, and Brehm later 
claimed that he built a network of agents across Czechoslovakia, serv- 
ing the SD and the Abwehr. He asserted that his work formed the basis 
for the SD’s organization in Czechoslovakia after absorption. Both men 
formally joined the SS in 1939, but only Lieb! had SD membership, 
perhaps as early as 1938, suggesting that Brehm exaggerated his SD 
service.” 

In SD Superior Region Southeast, the leader since the summer of 
1934 was Ernst Müller, born in Moravia. After serving in the Austrian 
army during the war, he was a farmer in Altenau. His road from there 
to a salaried position in the SD in March 1934 is unclear. Evidence of 
his region’s work in Czechoslovakia has yet to surface. But as the Czech 
situation began to heat up, in the summer of 1937, he got a year’s leave 
of absence, allegedly to attend to his farm, during which time he had a 
special assignment from Heydrich to conduct “ideological research.” 
He played an undefined role in both the Anschluss and the absorption 
of the Sudetenland, and returned to SD service in September 1938. After 
a short stint with the RKFDV in Poland, he turned up on Henlein’s 
staff in the Sudeten Gau, working with RKFDV and VoMi.?* 

SD work directed at Czechoslovakia, like much of its work in the 
Reich, was directed most heavily at the internal affairs of the Move- 
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ment. Intelligence on Czechoslovakia in general, as opposed to the Su- 
deten German Movement, remained sketchy and heavily reliant on press 
service digests until 1937—1938.” 

Austria should have been the most easily penetrated foreign realm 
for the SD, given the presence of an Austrian SS. Austrian SS units had 
their own intelligence sections, referred to as the ND (Nachrichten- 
dienst) and functioning much like the old SS Ic. Yet they had no organi- 
zational tie that provided the SD with Austrian field posts—ND men 
were not SD affiliates—undoubtedly because of the official ban on SD 
foreign operations. SS headquarters in Vienna established a central ND, 
which later became a personal intelligence service to Austrian SS leader 
Ernst Kaltenbrunner, who provided liaison with Heydrich and Jost. Al- 
though it forwarded information on request, the ND preserved its au- 
tonomy until 1938, and exchanges between ND and SD do not seem to 
have been as extensive as one would expect. There is also evidence of 
rivalry. The SD allegedly had its own network in Carenthia, and at least 
one operation out of Salzburg was exposed in 1935. Unfortunately, 
most sources are vague, confused, or otherwise unreliable about SD ver- 
sus ND operations and relations between them.?® 

As another indication of how covert SD operations had to be in 
Austria, its direct network was limited to associates. One was SS Lieu- 
tenant Otto Butting, who from 1935 to 1937 was the Foreign Organiza- 
tion’s group leader for Austria. He built the Austrian group while simul- 
taneously serving as an SD operative. He never had any official SD 
membership, always carried on SS rosters as doctor for an SS regiment. 
When, in 1937, the AO transferred him to the Netherlands, Canaris 
drafted him as a Foreign Organization Abwehr agent.’ Butting was 
another example of close Foreign Organization, Abwehr, and SD coop- 
eration and sharing of personnel where they were most useful to collec- 
tive needs. 

Recruits from émigrés in the Austrian Legion provided SD superior 
regions with an ample supply of men to staff their Austrian desks, but 
most such men were unsuited for SD work and had moved on by 1937. 
SD failure to recruit suitable sources among Austrian Nazis before they 
fled across the border adds to the picture of its limited penetration. Dr. 
Humbert Achamer-Pifrader was a leading Nazi organizer in the Salz- 
burg police from 1931 to his flight in 1935. He was then recruited by 
the Bavaria Political Police for Austrian affairs and joined the SS, but 
the SD did not begin his transfer until the end of 1936, and then only 
as part of the routine expansion of Gestapo-SD membership. Finally, in 
November 1937, as an SD member he was assigned to Hess’s staff to 
play a role in the upcoming Anschluss.?® 

In May 1935, the Gestapo Office created a special desk for Austrian 
intelligence (Dezernat II ıC) under SS Lieutenant Franz-Josef Huber. 
Records of the comparable SD Main Office desk (IN 1131) and Huber’s 
SD counterpart have yet to surface, although from 1935 it was receiving 
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reports from the regional posts, and by 1936 regular monthly Austrian 
Reports (Oka-Berichte) were arriving from Superior Region South.?? 
Little remains of Huber’s office work, but what does is mostly press 
analysis and summaries like the SD work done on Czechoslovakia 
rather than solid, highly detailed reports.*° 

Recruitment in 1934-1936 also indicates growth in SD foreign in- 
terests toward Northeast Europe. Dr. Erhard Kröger was a law-trained 
civil servant in Riga, Latvia, who became a member of the SD. He had 
studied at German and Latvian universities, finishing his doctorate in 
1927. By 1932, he had become one of many Nazi adherents among the 
ethnic Germans, forming secret NS organizations. From 1934 to 1939, 
he did illegal work for the SD and the Liaison Office for Ethnic Ger- 
mans (VoMi), lost his government position, and was imprisoned in 
1936. In 1938 he would become an SS member, and in the following 
year would lead Himmler’s resettlement program from Latvia and Es- 
tonia.*! 

Dr. Friedrich Buchardt provided another important contact in the 
Baltic states. Another Latvian-German and a product of German univer- 
sities, he spoke Latvian and Russian and had traveled in Russia. As 
early as 1933-1934, he formed camouflaged NS organizations. After 
the police banned his press, he moved to Germany. In June 1935, he 
became head of the Baltic Department of the Institute for East European 
Economy in Königsberg. There, in early 1936, he became an SD associ- 
ate, and beginning in January 1937, he held an SD salaried position 
with a “special scientific assignment.” He may have been one of the 
earliest SD penetrations into the realm of Ostforschung, on which it 
would tighten its hold in 1937, when Werner Lorenz and Hermann 
Behrends began to take over through VoMi. He finally became an SS- 
SD member in 1938 and eventually served SD interests in Baltic resettle- 
ment and as a leader of an Einsatzkommando in Russia.*? 

Given its location, SD Main Region Northeast, centered on König- 
sberg, provided an SD feeler in the midst of other European states. The 
establishment of an SD subregion office in Danzig further facilitated 
operations when local NS control of the Free City allowed the SS to 
operate openly. In September 1935, SD member Kurt Schneider trans- 
ferred from the Königsberg office to Danzig and later became head of 
Subregion Danzig, which he apparently established. It did not appear 
on any lists of SD offices until December 1936. As the only official SD 
post outside the borders of the Reich, Danzig served ideally for foreign 
intelligence. Schneider soon assembled a staff, including experts on for- 
eign countries.” 

Undoubtedly, among such SD foreign experts, many of whom were 
foreign-born Germans or expellees from lands lost after the war, were 
some of the most extreme proponents of radical imperialist policies. As 
in the case of Czechoslovakia, their reports sought to goad the leader- 
ship to more extreme action. One case in point was Dr. Klaus Siebert. 
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Born in Bernburg on the Saale in 1904, he, like many of those who 
missed the war, entered free corps combat against the Reds and then 
found involvement in the Kapp Putsch. After a business apprenticeship, 
at age nineteen he began studying agriculture in east German universi- 
ties, “out of the belief that Germany’s future lay in the East.” In 1930, 
he moved to Austria to fight “Slavic incursions” and to farm. Involved 
in the July 1934 Putsch, he returned to Germany. All of Himmler’s 
blood and soil and Drang nach Osten ideology motivated this widely 
traveled man with many personal contacts in numerous European 
states. In January 1935, he became a salaried member of the SD, and 
after 1941 helped increase SD influence in VoMi.** 

Hitler’s first territorial gain, the Saarland, lay in the west, however, 
and had also been the focus of early SD work. The Saar was also a rat’s 
nest of competing Nazi interests and clandestine operations. According 
to Göring, too many intelligence services fed unverified information, 
leading to counterproductive actions. He outlawed all such operations 
from Prussian soil and forbade the Gestapo from having contact with 
them inside the Saarland. One such was that of SS Lieutenant Otto 
Lürker, the adjutant of SS Sturm ıo for Saar-Pfalz. Lürker had been 
Hitler’s attendant in Landsburg prison and had close ties with Hess. 
Nothing indicates who authorized him to move to Zweibrucken and set 
up his operation; he probably served as (lc) intelligence officer for 
Sturm ro and the SD, for he later claimed that he was then active with 
the SD. According to “Koehler,” an alleged SD and Gestapo operative 
in the Saar, his operations threatened any systematic work there and 
greatly bothered Gauleiter Biirckel.>° 

In spring 1934, Werner Best did indeed transfer Lürker to his Supe- 
rior Region Southwest, where he subsequently led SD post Saargebiet, 
and then Subregion Baden. He had a full SD career, rising to colonel 
and leading several SD regional offices. Evaluators generally praised his 
work as post leader, but in terms typical of evaluations recommending 
promotion. References to his service in the Saar ranged from fulsome to 
ambivalent praise. Perhaps Best drew him into the SD both for his in- 
fluential contacts and to control his problematic Saar operation. He cer- 
tainly did not trust Liirker as his sole handle on the Saar, for in March 
1934, he assigned to Ludwigshafen an old crony from Hesse to establish 
a border intelligence post for the superior region’s work in the Saar.’® 
His post, not Lürker’s, became the seat for SD focus on the Saar.” 

As elsewhere, Saar operations existed primarily to fight enemies of 
the Movement and to report on unsuitable Nazis. Best’s foreign intelli- 
gence network out of Superior Region Southwest established a reputa- 
tion for him that led to his command of the Abwehr-Gestapo and his 
good working relationship with Canaris’ Abwehr. In addition to the 
Saar, Southwest reported primarily on Switzerland and France, espe- 
cially Alsace-Lorraine.?® 

Also strategically located, Superior Region West covered France, 
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Luxembourg, Belgium, and the Netherlands. Its surviving records are 
reports forwarded from Subregion Aachen. These were almost exclu- 
sively multipage analyses produced by Dr. Wolfgang Ispert from at least 
1936. Ispert was the principal in the (VDA) for political affairs on the 
western border, and it is not clear if he had official approval for his 
collaboration. He was apparently trying to use the SD to support his 
bid for consolidated control over political operations across the western 
borders. His ten- to twenty-page reports were well-informed assess- 
ments from a Nazi ideological perspective.?? 

In one such report, Ispert presented an overwhelming picture of the 
complexity of Nazi operations across the western border. North of the 
Saar alone, he identified more than fifty agencies, some as fronts or 
under umbrella organizations, others as the local operatives of twenty- 
two major agencies of Party or state, such as the ministries of interior, 
culture, and propaganda; four Gauleiters; the Hitler Youth; the German 
Student Body; the VDA, the Foreign Political Office, Bureaus Ribben- 
trop and von Kursell; the League of Western Germans; and numerous 
research institutes. They gathered information, propagandized, and 
spied on and sought to control Germans and fascists in Belgium, Lux- 
embourg, and the Netherlands. These did not include operations from 
the Saar-Pfalz, Baden, or Württemberg, nor legitimate intelligence oper- 
ations of the foreign ministry, Abwehr, or Foreign Organization. To 
this list, the SD subregion leader added the work of the Psychological 
Department of the War Ministry, and a secret SA intelligence service 
under Captain von Pfeffer. Interestingly, this SD officer admitted com- 
plete ignorance of what the Foreign Organization was doing in his 
area, 

All this activity was revealing. It is not unusual in any country for 
many different agencies and individuals to have public and private inter- 
ests across their borders, and complete lack of coordination would be 
normal. However, a new totalitarian zeal infected those who sought to 
shape and control everything leading to the new order. That same men- 
tality demanded that these efforts be coordinated for harmony and effi- 
ciency. But inevitably, the different power centers disagreed over who 
would coordinate. 

Predictably, the local SD worried over lack of coordination and 
wanted to know the many independent field operatives, their connec- 
tions, and their personal convictions. The local leader cited several cases 
of counterproductive actions, and proposed that the SD intervene in 
support of Ispert’s plan. Ispert wanted himself and SS-General Hoff- 
meyer, with similar responsibilities for the east, to work directly under 
Ribbentrop.*! 

Such was the welter of confusion and competition in foreign affairs 
in which the SD gradually expanded its operations and gained recogni- 
tion for their legitimacy. By as late as 1937, its intelligence gathering 
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and analysis were not impressive, rarely going beyond exploitation of 
the press and other public sources. Most of its energy seems directed at 
the interpenetration of competing agencies and their interlocking con- 
tacts among Germans abroad. As in domestic operations, these they 
sought to observe, evaluate and manipulate. 
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By 1935—1936, the character of SD membership may have begun to 
change, but such changes did not involve a “new generation” or new 
types. Men born after the war, children of the depression who received 
their formal education during NS dominance, did not appear until 1939 
and never became a pivotal force. No new socioeconomic presence 
emerged. Instead, the change involved shifts of proportional representa- 
tion among types already present. Although precise analysis will require 
more extensive research, one can make a few safe generalizations.! 

Among the 1935-1936 recruits, the trend toward youth continued. 
The vast majority belonged to the post-ıgor cohort, with average age 
around twenty-six or twenty-seven. Even so, recruit ages still ranged 
from the early twenties to the fifties. Simultaneously came a decline in 
status within the Movement. Fewer were Old Fighters, and more than 
one-third joined after the “power seizure,” most in 1933. Lower Party 
standing was not always a function of increased youth, however. Many 
younger recruits had been active but underage for Party membership, 
while many older recruits came from police or government offices where 
affiliation might have hurt their careers. 

One can construct a representative sample of men promoted to of- 
ficer (or inducted as officers) in 1936 to compare with the SD officer 
corps of 1934. There are few significant changes.* They were only a 
slightly younger version of the existing corps. In region of birth, they 
more closely approximated national norms, reflecting the truly national 
base of recruitment that was now open. Religiously, the skew was ever 
stronger against Catholic origins, reflecting the increasingly anti- 
Catholic posture. However, 23 percent would never withdraw from 
their church compared with 11 percent of the earlier officers, perhaps 
because the larger percentage of Protestants felt less pressure to do so.? 
Nevertheless, they were subject to the same pressures for withdrawal, 
for officers who did not were denied further promotion.* Thus, this 12 
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percent difference may indicate an increased number of “less- 
committed” joiners, willing to go only so far in NS-SS-SD affiliation. 

The educational and social dichotomies within the SD seem to have 
been growing. Educationally, the 1936 officers averaged slightly lower 
than their predecessors, but included more Ph.D.’s. Coming from all 
social levels, more of these men were educational underachievers; at the 
same time, more of those whose fathers held traditional lower-middle- 
class and transitional occupations pursued higher education more ag- 
gressively. 

On the average, they were slightly higher in social origins, judging 
by their father’s occupations, and also achieved slightly higher status. 
Yet, in contrast, a slightly higher percentage had suffered some loss of 
status at time of entry into the SD. 

It is easier to detect the appeal these new officers had for the SD, 
perhaps because recruitment was becoming less personal and more 
driven by rational organizational needs. Significantly more (25 percent 
as opposed to 18 percent in 1934) were drafted to serve as contacts in 
state, Party, finance, or industry as part of the expanding network of 
affiliates intended to keep the SD informed and to extend its influence. 
These newer officers would remain predominantly in the lower ranks, 
with only 41 percent rising above captain, as opposed to 71 percent of 
the 1934 officers. 

Such generalizations about officers in the total SD are distorted by 
the shift toward an ever-larger Sipo-SD component. Almost 39 percent 
were drawn for service in Sipo-SD. A full 34 percent had been SS mem- 
bers in the political police. Half of them had been ordinary SS men who 
penetrated the Gestapo from the lowest ranks of employees and were 
not originally professional policemen or qualified civil servants. 

Below officer level, one can detect other trends toward recruitment 
of “base personnel” as opposed to the rapid organization building of 
the previous years. Most of the recruits who entered in the lower ranks 
rose more slowly. Their commissions would come in 1938-1939, or, 
more commonly, later. In other words, the organization focused more 
on filling its ranks with younger men to be trained as future leaders and 
staff specialists. 

Clearly, the absorption of Gestapo men that began in 1935 brought 
a major shift within SD membership. With the decision to draw all SS 
members of the political police into the SD, the police element received 
a sizable boost—about one-third of all recruits in 1935 and 1936. Of 
course, only a minority had been professionals before the Nazi era; 
most were new NS policemen, usually SS men.’ 

Since these Sipo-SD recruits contained many lower class, less edu- 
cated, unemployed NS youth and Old Fighters who had earned brutal 
reputations as auxiliary police, they detracted from SD respectability. 
Consequently, local SD officers recommended rejection of many as “un- 
suitable for SD.” After considerable deliberation, the SD Main Office 
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did reject some, producing their dismissal from the Gestapo, but ac- 
cepted others.° Headquarters had to balance between the desired SD 
image and the demands of NS-SS brotherhood. Nevertheless, without 
benefit of theory, the SD strove to weed out those more likely to behave 
as rule oriented rather than role oriented. 

With this influx, the Sipo-SD became a sizable component of the 
total SD with a special status all its own. These policemen were full- 
fledged members of the SD, but unsalaried. Their employment was with 
the state, and they were designated members of an SD section in their 
state police post. The section was supposed to handle their SS-SD per- 
sonnel and administrative affairs, but failed to do this well during the 
rapid growth of 1935.” What special assignments they received as SD 
members within the Gestapo remains unclear, but they undoubtedly 
evaluated their colleagues. Surely, they received special indoctrination 
and guidelines to facilitate ideological influence over the rest of the Ge- 
stapo. 

Thus, in addition to the salaried and unsalaried members who con- 
stituted the “working SD,” the special category of Sipo-SD emerged 
formally after June 1936 to contain these policemen. Together, they 
constituted the total SD. This trend toward different categories of SD 
membership conflicted with simultaneous efforts to regulate personnel 
practices within the SS. So did semiautonomous SD recruitment. In the 
early years, Heydrich had exercised considerable independence, recruit- 
ing often outside the SS. During 1935-1936, Himmler and Heydrich 
initiated steps toward regulating and coordinating SS and SD policies, 
primarily to bring SD membership into line with that of the SS. 

The SD remained partially immune to the physical requirements 
and even some racial criteria for SS membership. Even so, although the 
SD suffered little from the purge that allegedly eliminated 60,000 men 
from the SS between 1933 and 1935, it did respond to Himmler’s tight- 
ened membership criteria. For instance, in addition to the arbitrary 
physical requirements, by September 1935, Himmler required all SS, 
sergeant and above, to have complete genealogical records for them- 
selves and their wives as far back as 1800. All subsequent recruits had 
to trace back to 1750. Detection of “undesirable” blood lines or failure 
to complete the chart usually resulted in expulsion.’ 

Himmler’s requirements caused many headaches for Heydrich and 
his staff, already severely hampered in getting qualified personnel. Thus, 
they persuaded him to treat SD recruits as a special category. From May 
1936, SD members did not have to meet the full criteria for physical 
fitness, and cases of doubtful racial background were treated individu- 
ally. The SD forwarded to Himmler the records of otherwise unsuitable 
candidates, and he evaluated cach one personally. However, he offered 
these special dispensations only until April 1938, and said nothing 
about the fate of those exceptions already in service after that date.” 
This compromise pressured the SD to limit its exceptions. 
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For example, one who proved unretainable was an Old Fighter who 
had become an auxiliary police leader with the Braunschweig Political 
Police. From this position, he had risen to SS major and acquired police 
civil service rank. In 1935, he transferred to the SD. But by September 
1937, incomplete genealogical records for himself and his wife had be- 
come such a problem that he had to resign from the SS-SD.'° 

For simple members, Himmler’s criteria created extra burdens. Ge- 
nealogical research requires much correspondence and paperwork. Al- 
though the state set severe limits on what a church could charge for 
documentation, complete documentation costs for one person could run 
to 25 RM. Costs for both husband and wife could considerably strain 
a young family’s resources, coming to 25 percent of a junior sergeant’s 
monthly salary. Much worse, some men had to chose between “unsuit- 
able” fiancees and their SD career. Their decisions provide clear mea- 
sures of commitment to the SD, and may have split fairly evenly be- 
tween those who opted for the SD and those who chose the loves of 
their lives. 

Beginning in 1935, Heydrich’s authority to induct full members in- 
dependently of SS entry became more restricted. Himmler ordered a 
review of all SD men recruited from outside the SS and, henceforth, 
required all subsequent recruits to earn simultaneous entry. Heydrich 
retained some independence, for despite Himmler’s tightened control, 
he could still involve men as associates.!* Nevertheless, such cases be- 
came increasingly rare in the personnel records, suggesting less frequent 
resort to associate, salaried staff personnel. They represented only tem- 
porary expedients for employing badly needed experts before the SS 
bureaucracy could process their membership.'* Few held such status in- 
definitely. 

To meet SD needs, the SS frequently cut its own red tape. Since 
Heydrich could draw upon the large pool of SS members for talent, 
cases of associate status for experts became rarer. By spring 1936, when 
they found a desirable expert in the enlisted ranks, any SD main region 
could detail (kommandiert) him from his SS unit for up to six months. 
Apparently, only the SD Main Office could detail an officer. If one 
proved desirable for permanent service, the main region would apply 
for his final transfer.'* Thus, his “on-command” or provisional transfer 
status paralleled his SD probation. 

SS promotions continued with little regard for role in the SD. 
Throughout 1935 and 1936, Himmler promoted almost automatically 
men with low SS numbers. Nevertheless, to provide some balance, be- 
cause the SD was “still engaged in its formation,” he granted an excep- 
tion to his rule against non-SS recruits being inducted with officer’s 
rank. Approval of all SS membership and rank still had to go through 
SS personnel offices.!° 

Beyond all the complications caused by ties to the SS, the SD gener- 
ated its own irregularities. It probably never achieved anything like the 
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standardized, performance- and suitability-based career scale that usu- 
ally goes with professional organization. Although Himmler decreed 
such a system for Sipo and SD in early 1938, Heydrich’s staff remained 
embroiled until the eve of the war in the complications of adopting 
it. Undoubtedly, it never reached fruition. In the process, Schellenberg 
revealingly observed that for the early SD, any such system had been 
entirely outside consideration. Positions were filled on the basis of the 
suitability of those immediately available and the SD’s momentary 
needs. The results were haphazard advancement, with men of unequal 
qualifications in comparable positions and much uncertainty about 
one’s potential for advancement. SD careers were unstable. Most suit- 
able SD men allegedly rose with extraordinary rapidity, but some could 
remain indefinitely in place with no way of determining why advance- 
ment was not forthcoming. '° 

Since the SD continued to employ unsalaried, part-time members in 
positions where it needed full-time staff, it created further problems. 
For instance, in March 1936, SS Lieutenant Colonel Julius Plaichinger, 
an economic expert in the SD Main Office since 1933, requested release 
from his duties. He had begun unsalaried work in Munich with the 
understanding that he could continue full-time in his profession. With 
the transfer of headquarters to Berlin, his problems began, and he had 
to leave.” 

In contrast to its erratic personnel policies, SS-SD pay and other 
conditions of work had become attractive, at Jeast until the economy 
improved and older careers could be resumed lucratively. In 1935- 
1936, a married SS-staff sergeant could earn from 180 to 215 RM per 
month. In addition, to encourage fecundity, Himmler provided supple- 
ments, 10 to 30 RM for each child, providing a boost for the typical 
SD family with two to three children. Between 1933 and 1939, the 
average salaried income in Germany rose from 127 to 188 RM per 
month, and that of the self-employed from 208 to 480. Secondary 
school teachers earned from 386 to 661 RM. The average attorney’s 
receipts were 900 RM, while the average physician earned 1,042 RM. 
An SS captain (Hauptsturmführer), the highest rank most SD men 
achieved, could earn from 330 to 395 RM, while generals peaked at 
1,000 to 1,350 RM.!® On the negative side, apparently retirement and 
survivors’ benefits were not yet available. 

Paid leave was generous, according to the official tables. The work- 
week was Monday through Saturday, with Sundays off.'? A few records 
indicate that men had to forgo vacations to cover their workload at 
times during SD history, but no consistent data indicate whether the 
stipulated vacation releases from a six-day workweek were achieved 
most of the time. Probably not. 

By early 1935, members of the working SD were exempt from the 
work service (Arbeitsdienst) required of the rest of the SS. Such a privi- 
lege did not extend to military service. All members of the total SD had 
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to complete military obligations in order to maintain their status.”° This 
remained true until the priorities of the war years took hold. Until then, 
up to 3.5 percent of the total SD was relieved of duty at any given time 
for military service, usually reserve exercises. Despite exemptions, dur- 
ing the war, from 12 to 20 percent were on leave to the military.” 

Clearly, although some members achieved positions that might oth- 
erwise have eluded them, SD membership garnered for most a secure 
station at a standard of living at least comparable to what they could 
have achieved in a “normal” Germany. SD membership probably got 
some out of the depression faster than those outside NS employment 
channels, but probably no faster than those within. Less tangible ele- 
ments like prestige and psychological fulfillment refocus our attention 
on the SD’s image and ego identities. 

A corps of underpaid, self-sacrificing, model citizens was part of 
that image.” “Orb” portrayed a less positive version of that image in 
his insider’s exposé. Noting that most high-ranking members allegedly 
handled “many hundreds of thousands of RM in bribe money,” he mar- 
veled at SD efficiency at controlling graft, and at the severity of an 
alleged “secret SD honor court” which dispensed death sentences exe- 
cuted by the “SD-Rollkommando.” He also claimed that they were held 
to an exemplary family life under close scrutiny. One’s immediate su- 
pervisor allegedly intervened on a wife’s first complaint, and a third 
complaint resulted in an honor court.?? 

Personnel records discredit these images as fancifully embroidered 
half-truths. Until the war’s greatly increased opportunities, incidences 
of graft and corruption were indeed rare, considering the potential. A 
few men succumbed, especially to the opportunities offered during Re- 
ichskristallnacht.2* During the war, although the incidence rose, trans- 
gressions do not seem extraordinarily common, given the temptations 
and an environment of moral disintegration. 

Private lives and morals were also unextraordinary in every sense. 
Some SD men involved themselves in extramarital affairs and unseemly 
confrontations with others, but again the rate seems within norms. The 
divorce rate seems neither especially high nor low. Such peccadilloes 
brought undesirable comments in one’s evaluations, but the consequent 
effects on one’s SD career seem no greater on the average than in most 
military organizations. A few outstanding exceptions occurred when the 
unlucky individuals drew Himmler’s personal attention. 

All cases of graft, corruption, or other felonies were handled by 
regular SS courts, of which the SD had a branch. There are no signs of 
special severity in punishments or of anything like a camouflaged execu- 
tion, not even an official one in the more than one thousand files exam- 
ined, and there are only a few arrests, imprisonments, or frontline as- 
signments. 

Nothing casts more light on the SD’s ethos than its training pro- 
grams. Throughout, the SS evaluated its men for their military bearing 
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and demeanor. Yet this was not in the spirit of authoritarian martinets, 
but rather a “new model army” ideal inherited from World War I 
trench camaraderie. SS soldierly virtues included an open spirit of cama- 
raderie among all ranks, not a class-conscious deference to rank. Offi- 
cers and NCOs had to command obedience through earned respect, 
not intimidation and Kadavergehorsam.” In addition, the SD especially 
prided itself on a working environment in which rank gave way to a 
team spirit. Each man’s contribution and viewpoint were to be evalu- 
ated on their merits, and all were drawn into participation. Such a for- 
mat of student-centered learning characterized SD instruction, and par- 
ticipants were called on to render a critical evaluation of the instructors’ 
success in achieving such an atmosphere.?® 

Of course, the SD fell short of its ideals, but probably no further 
than most institutions. Many SS officer candidates were relegated to the 
SD precisely because their lack of soldierly qualities were balanced by 
capacities needed by the SD. Even men initially judged unsuitable in SD 
evaluations found full careers, because it badly needed contacts, skills, 
or knowledge insufficiently available in the stock of fully suitable candi- 
dates.?” 

In January 1935, the SD initiated a one-week general course for 
working-level personnel, intended to ensure uniformity of perspective 
and spirit. Heydrich and Best doubted the sufficiency of local training. 
The first class assembled at the new SD School in Berlin Grunewald. 
The top leaders took the mission so seriously that Heydrich gave the 
inaugural pep talk, defining the spirit of the SD, and Best made the first 
informational presentation, also emphasizing the SD ethos.” 

Students responded positively to the balance between soldierly 
discipline and treatment as “equivalent colleagues.” Most specialists 
from the main office who made presentations maintained this balance 
and avoided professorial lectures. Only old “Professor” Schwartz- 
Bostunitsch fell back on reading authoritative conclusions from his re- 
search, and stood out as “inappropriate” in style. Only the principal 
for economics failed to impress the students with a mastery of his sub- 
ject. Such observations revealed some degree of success in achieving a 
“criticizing (intellectual) activity in the positive sense.” ?? 

Of course, Heydrich and Best made the strongest impressions. Yet 
their presentations contained tensions between values and roles charac- 
teristic of polar tensions already uncovered in this analysis. For in- 
stance, Heydrich called for open exchanges and positive criticizing to 
build an SD that would both save NS from corruption and enable each 
SD man “to represent with iron discipline the will of the Fiihrer and to 
follow his orders up to the point of self-renunciation.” In their private 
lives, SD men should exhibit uncensorable moral conduct, yet in the 
pursuit of higher goals for society, they would have to do things other- 
wise dishonorable if done out of self-interest. “Principle: personal con- 
science and perception of honor are subordinate to the goal and mission 
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of the SD....”3° One could not ask for a more clear appeal to Kelman’s 
role orientation. Yet aside from the inherent moral dilemma, one had 
to square “open” exchanges and “positive” criticism with a blind ad- 
herence to a reality defined absolutely by the Führer. 

Heydrich also poured out a diatribe against Catholicism that re- 
flected the SD’s current preoccupation. Since no ties could hinder the 
SD man from a full application of the ideas of the Führer, no Catholic 
attending confession could serve. It was virtually impossible to win reli- 
able collaborators from among members of Catholic communities, In- 
stead, reliable NS youth had to be inserted into such enemy organiza- 
tions that could not be outlawed, so that within twenty years SD men 
would lead them. Thus, not immediate successes, but long-range plans 
were the most pressing missions of the SD.?! 

As the data on newer officers show, in following this logic, the SD 
had begun to exclude from its ranks many of those other-minded Cath- 
olics it had previously drawn upon, and was forcing from the commu- 
nity of the Church those already in the SD who might have served its 
goals of infiltration. Once paranoid ideological lines were drawn, the 
“positively criticizing” SD severely constrained pursuit of its own goals. 

Best also drew some impossibly fine lines. The SD did not spy on 
SS comrades. Instead, “when offenses of active SS men or officers were 
confirmed” (note the use of passive voice), one should inform the ap- 
propriate SS superiors directly, without recourse to SD channels. “The 
SD is also no secret organization. Every German can know of its exis- 
tence and its local offices.” The local leader should be held in such 
esteem that anyone who felt anything amiss could come to the local SD 
in complete confidence. Yet the primary duty of each SD member was 
total secrecy. Their collaborators and informants must never be known 
to anyone. But since such immunity could lead to irresponsible false 
witness against honorable persons, such agents had to be constantly 
warned that they were subject to prosecution for slander or other 
abuses of their trust. All this would somehow square the circle of con- 
tradictions and make the SD an “intelligence service that possessed the 
trust of the entire Volk.” 3? Needless to say, such trust failed to materi- 
alize, even within the comradely ranks of the SS. 

Examples of both cooperation and friction characterized SS-SD re- 
lations and make all generalizations unsatisfactory. Many SS men har- 
bored a growing hostility toward the SD comparable to that felt by 
Party members and policemen. They simply distrusted spies. Many sus- 
pected that SD experts and informers were recruited too freely from 
“unreliable elements,” meaning some group toward which one was hos- 
tile, like intellectuals, bureaucrats or policemen. Agreements dating 
from 1935—1936, formally regulating SD liaison with other branches of 
the SS, are notably similar to those intended to delimit SD activities vis- 


ä-vis Party and state agencies, suggesting a comparable level of 
friction.’ 
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In contrast, while the SD role in the Röhm purge had reaffirmed its 
image as spies in some circles, for others it made the SD a beacon of 
hope that drew idealists. Most such Nazis came from the more estab- 
lished elements of society that had been disturbed by the uncontrolled 
clements. They had a strong sense of order and of their own obligations 
to help preserve it. For them an organization like the SD could provide 
the appropriate sense of direction. This image also drew previously non- 
NS representatives of the respectable, educated classes, especially their 
younger sons, just beginning careers.”* 

Such trends brought no abrupt break with the past, however, for 
the SD’s recruitment pool remained as diverse as before. For instance, 
the SD continued to provide employment for ordinary Party members 
in need. Typical was Fritz, the son of a Lutheran pastor. He had tried 
to pursue the legal education that opened doors to government careers, 
but had to give this up in 1930 because of family finances. From then 
on, he claimed he could not get employment due to his political reputa- 
tion, and, therefore, he devoted himself full-time to the Party. Given his 
involvement with the Movement since before the 1923 putsch, the Party 
owed him something. In March 1935, at the age of thirty-one, he found 
his first real salaried position in the $D.*° 

Lest one dismiss all such examples as shiftless, undeserving men 
who used hard times to excuse failure and exploited political contacts 
to win sinecures, the case of a diligent, hard worker bears mention. The 
son of an estate steward, he remembered a hard childhood of war years 
and the inflation. At age fourteen, family economic problems terminated 
his schooling, but he remained self-reliant. He became a typesetter, and, 
while working, continued his education, finally attending university. 
Meanwhile, he joined the Hitler Youth in 1929 and the SA and Party 
in 1931. He remained employed until 1935, when he quit for a salaried 
SD position. Undefeated by hard luck, he had always aspired to more, 
and an SD career finally offered it. In 1937, he became an officer and 
rose to captain by 1941.°° As a source of jobs for loyal Nazis, the SD 
drew more than ne’er-do-wells. 

Furthermore, following the dissolution of the organization of the 
SA Chief of Training Affairs in January 1935, large numbers of its uni- 
versity men found positions in the SD. Given both that office’s role in 
paramilitary training for school youth and the SA-military conflict,*’ 
the SD had penetrated it and developed well-established contacts. In 
turn, SD penetration enhanced its base of recruitment in academic 
circles.’? 

To achieve its mission of influencing policy decisions and public 
behavior, the SD recruited from among influential persons. By the be- 
ginning of 1936, when Himmler had ordered a survey of SS ranks to 
identify “intellectually leading men,” SD Main Region Rhein reported 
numerous members in prominent positions—for instance, two univer- 
sity professors and two faculty in teachers’ colleges. Uncharacteristi- 
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cally, this region had no public school teachers as members, but its 
V-net did. Professionals included two states attorneys and a lawyer in 
private practice. There were two newspaper editors and a member of 
the German Information Bureau. In government, the head of the district 
at Koblenz, three city administrators, and a mayor were members, sup- 
plemented by numerous similarly placed V-persons. There was also a 
high administrator in the Railroad Directory at Kassel. Among the Sipo- 
SD were three Gestapo field post leaders, their assistants, and growing 
numbers at all levels. They included six additional jurists.?” Only one 
of these distinguished men had turned to the SD for employment. The 
rest served without pay. 

This tendency to recruit men for their influential positions also 
made the SD an early home in the SS for men whom Himmler person- 
ally cultivated. For instance, Fritz Kranefuss and Dr. Wilhelm Voss had 
important positions in or contacts with business and industry and were 
forming themselves into Himmler’s Friendship Circle.4° Likewise, under 
Werner Best’s leadership, Höhn and SD lawyers sought to reshape Ger- 
man law along “positive” lines. Not only did they court amenable ju- 
rists and plant articles to sell ideas about their desired police state, they 
also sought to dominate influential agencies like the Academy for Ger- 
man Law.*! Their efforts to penetrate academia and shape educational 
policy reveal still more links between their identities and the missions 
they evolved for the SD. 

Typical of that educated elite and its ethos was Dr. Wilhelm Speng- 
ler, recruited in 1933 as expert on religious affairs for Superior Regions 
Middle and South-East. He then created the previously mentioned Leip- 
zig Literature Post. Spengler was a freshly minted Ph.D. in German liter- 
ature, history, philosophy, and art history. He had such conflicts with 
Catholic authority in high school that he turned in reaction to the study 
of “the positive counter-influences of the Germanic cultural heritage.” 
He pursued a career in high school teaching to impart an appreciation 
of völkisch culture to German youth. Nevertheless, Spengler was not 
drawn to the NS Movement. His later excuse for this failure was preoc- 
cupation with his educational mission and a sideline in social work with 
unemployed, young academics. He also claimed that he did not join 
along with other teachers in spring 1933, because he disdained band- 
wagon jumping. But in the fall, Beutel recruited him with high talk of 
the intellectual-ideological mission. Apparently, he saw the SD as a ve- 
hicle for achieving his goals, and he proposed that he establish an SD 
post for the evaluation of German Literature. When it was approved, 
he gave up teaching and began his ambitious project.” 

Spengler provides another example of how the SD drew intellectu- 
als into first its mission, and then the full NS cause. He was intellectu- 
ally competent enough to graduate magna cum laude and get his disser- 
tation published. He was of sufficiently independent mind to reject the 
dualistic authoritarianism of high school religious indoctrination. The 
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rejection was clearly along intellectual lines. What remains to be tested 
is whether he turned to the “germanischen und deutschen Geisteserbe” 
in search of more pluralistic richness or a more monolithic source of 
authority. His failure to embrace Nazism as the answer implies the for- 
mer—that he was drawn into the Movement through the SD appeal for 
independently minded intellectualism, then immersed in the SS view of 
reality. We badly need to study the writings of such SD intellectuals to 
determine if and when they began using völkisch and NS concepts in 
reductionist, dualistic terms, or if they employed more pluralistic, ma- 
ture metaphors. 

Since education and culture at all levels interested the SD, it re- 
cruited actively among students and professional intellectuals. By no 
means were SD interests limited to gathering intelligence; their energies 
focused equally on influencing intellectual developments. Thus, they be- 
came active agents in NS student and academic associations and state 
and Party agencies intended to direct education and scholarly research. 
They took sides in both intellectual controversies and factional squab- 
bles with their usual mix of antiestablishment intellectuality and self- 
righteous zeal. They might well have become the directors of German 
education, had the Reich survived. 

Scholars debate the relative success or failure of Nazi penetration 
of the faculty.4? Apparently, most faculty were intellectually sympa- 
thetic and lent the regime a decisive credibility. Nevertheless, they main- 
tained a degree of intellectual independence that justified hard-line Nazi 
distrust of academics. Unlike student organizations, academia is deeply 
entrenched. Only a long-term program of penetration like that of the 
SD would have won the desired degree of control. Some junior faculty 
and others outside the conventional establishment clearly drew into SD 
membership, but we have no serious study of penetration. Most recruits 
among established faculty were V-persons, which may never be measur- 
able. Early SD reports on various universities express a dissatisfaction 
indicating lack of the desired influence, although the picture is clouded 
by their partisan ties to particular academics like Ernst Krieck and his 
program.** 

For German students, we have a better picture of the degree of SD 
success.*° The prime example of SD penetration and control was Dr. 
Gustav Adolf Scheel. A medical student at Heidelberg in 1930, Scheel 
joined the NS Student League and quickly entered SA and Party. In 
1931-1932, as leader of the German Studentenschaft in Baden, he led 
a campaign against a Jewish professor targeted by the Nazis. By 1934, 
he had risen to Gauführer of the Student League. Then he entered the 
SD and expanded his career as a professional political student to be- 
come head of the new SD school at Berlin Grunewald.*° 

Typically, the SD had no intention of disrupting his work in NS 
student organizations. He remained active as student leader in Baden, 
and between 1934 and 1936 helped keep the peace between the Studen- 
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tenschaft and its rival NS German Student League. While the Reich- 
wide conflict between these student groups mounted, he may have 
played a role in discrediting their leaders, and through the SD convinced 
Himmler and the Reich Leadership to terminate their divisive influence 
among students. As a result, in November 1936, Hess appointed him 
Reich Student Leader with authority over both organizations. By this 
time, Scheel also headed SD Main Region South-West. Thus, to fulfill 
its joint role as intelligence agency and shaper of the new society, the 
SD increasingly overextended its key people. While remaining Reich 
Student Leader, Scheel rose to Inspector of Sipo and SD, and in the 
Party to Gauleiter. In the end, his personal goal and that of the SD 
was fulfilled when, in his testament, Hitler named him Reich Minister 
of Education.*” 

Such a fruition in futility typified SD pursuit of its ego images. To 
maintain one’s influence and status, one had to make so many compro- 
mises with the dominant elements of the NS world view and the realities 
of NS infighting that whatever correctives one achieved became mean- 
ingless. This may have been so true of Scheel that it is now impossible 
to determine what educational and academic ideals he truly pursued. He 
proclaimed programs to provide educational access for underprivileged 
students, but grossly underfunded them and did not support similar but 
potentially more effective programs.*? Of course, budget realities frus- 
trate educational ideals in the best of societies, and the personal infight- 
ing among Nazis frequently prevailed over principles. He subsequently 
presented himself as a champion of more intellectual freedom for stu- 
dents than other Nazis would allow. He allegedly sought some reinte- 
gration of religious students into student activities. Indeed, in 1935, 
trainees at his new SD school credited him for the critical-egalitarian 
atmosphere of the program. Yet he was in the forefront of efforts to 
ensure that students and future academics be the right-thinking prod- 
ucts of NS indoctrination, and he used Sipo and SD to purge the univer- 
sities of unsuitable students. Out of fear of the effects on his position 
should his enemies carry stories to the Führer, he would even stifle stu- 
dent political humor with the admonition that they “did not have suffi- 
cient insight nor above all the right to make apparently humorous re- 
marks in this field.” 4? 

An inability to include within legitimate intellectual freedom view- 
points that differ too far from one’s own is not a unique problem 
among respected intellectuals in any society. Right, left, and center 
share a concern that deviant elements will abuse intellectual freedom. 
Nazis like Scheel certainly abused it, but of course, saw their action as 
a righteous counterattack against the true abusers. The problem in as- 
sessing the commitments of SD intellectuals is that of not being able to 
immerse oneself in their frame of reference. One cannot juggle together 
such resonantly conflicting values: egalitarianism and racism; a posi- 
tively critical evaluation of NS ideology untroubled by its antihumani- 


222 Inside the SD 


sitic tenets and its total submission to the will of the Führer. To arrive 
at such intellectually mature values as Scheel proclaimed yet to behave 
as he did, one had to arrive at firm intellectual commitments and then 
shut down the critical processes by which one did so. The psychological 
pressures that drive one to such extremes would have to be experienced 
to be fully understood. The parent or teacher who has been caught in a 
contradiction between his teachings and his behavior, driven by reality, 
has experienced it on a small scale. To know that a harmless joke told 
by one’s students could destroy a network of imagined influence built 
at great sacrifice of principles and psychic energy could drive anyone to 
self-delusion. 

The story of one of Scheel’s colleagues, Dr. Martin Sandberger, 
casts a different light on this problem. He had been leader of the Tüb- 
ingen Studentenschaft, so they had worked together from 1933. By 
1935, Sandberger had earned his Ph.D. and was working in juridical 
service toward his final exam, while simultaneously doing salaried work 
for the SA Chief of Educational Affairs. Then Scheel recruited him into 
the SD. In January 1936, he became leader of department II 2 in 
Scheel’s main region.°® Doing double duty like Scheel, he served also as 
Commissioner of the South-West Region for the Reich Student Leader. 
According to Scheel, he wooed Sandberger with the idealistic intellec- 
tual image of the SD in which he strongly believed. Its membership, 
chosen for their dedication and quality, were to provide the Leadership 
with objective information and positive suggestions.’ 

For several years in the Reich Student leadership, Sandberger dis- 
seminated NS/SD influence in university and juridical circles by placing 
contributions in influential journals. By 1937, the organization extended 
beyond Reich borders to university students in Austria and east Euro- 
pean states. By 1940, however, assigned to the personnel office (Amt I) 
of the RSHA after rising to highest SD positions and serving a stint as 
head of an immigrant center,°* he had become dissatisfied with SD 
work, Perhaps its idealistic image had tarnished. 

There are only a few clues to what might have gone wrong. Ac- 
cording to Scheel, from 1936 to 1939 he and Sandberger had dedicated 
themselves to helping the economically underprivileged qualify for 
higher education, and had frustrated NS efforts to discriminate against 
theology students. But historian Geoffrey Giles argues that such work 
was nowhere as successful as Scheel contended, so perhaps that caused 
Sandberger’s disillusionment. Other friends testified that Sandberger 
had opposed trends in NS Jewish policy, and had been especially out- 
spoken against the Kristallnacht. According to Scheel, through most of 
1939 Sandberger had been on sick leave, and then Scheel had helped 
him get temporary leave from the SD while he secured his civil service 
status. But once the war had begun, permanent transfer from SD be- 
came almost impossible.** 
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Consistent with theories that Einsatzgruppen assignments were a 
way of testing one’s doubtful commitments, in June 1941, Sandberger 
was assigned as commander of Einsatzkommando Ia and later com- 
mander of Sipo and SD in Estonia. He received praise, in the usual 
language of promotion recommendations, for doing his job with great 
industry and better-than-average intensity. On trial, he echoed Hey- 
drich’s role-oriented charge to SD trainees: although the Führer’s order 
had offended his personal moral sense, he had to obey it. Yet he claimed 
to have frustrated by several months orders to execute all Estonian 
Jews. Characteristically, he described the execution of Communist func- 
tionaries as actions by police under Gestapo orders, as though he some- 
how had no personal responsibility for police actions under his 
command.** 

Regardless of how he felt, he had responsibility for all SD and 
police action in Estonia. In spite of how well he executed orders, there 
is no reason to doubt that he desired a separation of dirty work from 
his personal image, even while he “did his duty.” Perhaps SD purging 
of university intellectuals had contributed earlier to his desire to sepa- 
rate from the organization whose value-oriented appeal he had once 
bought. 

A different example of such intellectuals was the previously de- 
scribed Franz Six. In addition to double duty as university lecturer and 
SD central department leader, he played actively at educational politics. 
In Scheel’s student organization, he served as titular head of the Reich 
Vocational Contest, part of a program to counter charges that NS in- 
fluence had negative effects on education.** Six’s ideological commit- 
ments fused with an intellectuality that gave SD work on the enemy a 
“scientific” cast and, after 1936, infected his Office II with a zealousness 
that lent their recommendations an air of urgency for dealing with the 
enemy.°° If the contrast between the idealistic and purging activities of 
the SD had turned off some like Sandberger, they fused comfortably in 
those like Six.” 

In contrast to Six’s mission of purging enemies, Otto Ohlendorf 
shaped the image that other intellectuals preferred for their $D.°* At 
university, he had planned to teach economics in higher education. By 
1934, however, his political evolution had made him a self-righteous 
outcast among Nazis. Coming from a hometown environment of farm- 
ers, small-businesses, and artisans, he had subscribed to the vdlkisch 
concept of national community. While rejecting Marxism, such a view 
sought to capture the harmonious sense of collectivism in a society that 
preserved as its base the small independent economic unit. Since Nazism 
promised such an order, the Movement drew him as early as 1925. 

Meanwhile, Ohlendorf had already discovered differences with 
Party leaders over “personal and factual views,” and he became politi- 
cally inactive. In 1932, he spent a year in Italy studying the Fascist 
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system and returned even more confirmed against tendencies toward 
state socialism and economic concentration. In 1933, he found employ- 
ment with a man of like mind—he became an assistant to Professor Jens 
Peter Jessen in Economics at the Institute for World Economy, Kiel Uni- 
versity.°? 

Unfortunately for the two of them, local Party leaders could not 
tolerate their outspoken opposition to “national Bolshevist” tendencies 
in the new Reich. Both men had to resign, and Ohlendorf joined the 
ranks of Nazis arrested for expressing disappointment over what the 
new power holders were doing. His disillusionment gave vent to a drive 
to provide the leadership with scientifically based advice for guidance 
along the “true path” of National Socialism. In December 1934, he 
rejoined Jessen in Berlin at his Institute for Applied Economic Science, 
only to find himself once more under fire when Alfred Rosenberg at- 
tacked Jessen. He lost his second position. 

At this point, May 1936, the SD drew him in. Höhn had sought 
Jessen precisely because of his reputation as an unpopular critic. Jessen 
referred him to Ohlendorf, who, after hearing of Höhn’s plans for the 
SD, saw in that organization the opportunity to play a decisive role 
in shaping the new order. He soon became Höhn’s deputy. Ohlendorf 
developed a network of experts in the field posts to build a Reich-wide 
system of economic reporting, and Hohn wanted him to extend it to all 
the spheres covered by Central Division II 2. Thus, by 1937, this branch 
of the SD saw itself as evolving away from enemy observation and to- 
ward reporting “pure” intelligence. Of course, they had to camouflage 
their work to avoid opposition.‘® 

Although both Himmler and Heydrich saw the value of Ohlen- 
dorf’s critical reports, they kept such controversial material to them- 
selves. In fact, Himmler criticized any reports he had to forward that 
were too interpretive. Involved in delicate power struggles, he could 
not tolerate outspoken subordinates who generated hostility from other 
quarters, especially on subjects whose complexity exceeded his under- 
standing or whose ideological basis escaped his sense of certainty. Un- 
der such pressure, in 1938 he dropped Höhn, and Ohlendorf had to 
recede into the background. Ohlendorf’s control of the SD situation 
reports came later, but the SD mission he championed had become a 
vital component by 1936. 

Another young recruit with solid academic credentials was Walter 
Schellenberg. Always cited as typical of “the new generation of SD 
members,” he was one of the respectable young middle class Germans 
drawn to the SS and SD because they promised to become the new 
establishment. Actually, men like Schellenberg represented nothing new 
among SD members. Like Ohlendorf for SD-Inland, he embodied key 
components of the aspirations and self-images emerging for SD- 
Ausland, which he would eventually command. 
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Having pursued preparatory schools in Saarbriicken and Luxem- 
bourg, fluent in French and German, he had that sense of cosmopolitan 
poise that led many Europeans to claim world citizenship despite na- 
tionalistic or other contradictory commitments. Like many sons of his 
class, he aspired to a prestigious professional career or the higher civil 
service, particularly foreign service. He ultimately studied law and polit- 
ical science. In 1933, when he was to begin his legal apprenticeship and 
needed a government fellowship for support, his professors advised him 
to guarantee success by joining the Party and SS. He claimed he did so 
merely out of conformity and without ideological commitment.°! 

Indeed, nothing indicates significant political or ideological commit- 
ments prior to 1933. He had devoted himself to preparation for his 
future station, and was the sophisticated and cynical free thinker usually 
described in most accounts. This does not square, however, with the 
Schellenberg who clearly and forcefully expressed ideological commit- 
ments in the surviving documents. Schellenberg absorbed and con- 
formed as necessary to the prevalent values of the environment in which 
he sought to succeed. Like any successful status seeker, he had acquired 
this skill as second nature. Although his polish required him to reserve 
a certain haughty detachment, especially from crude and offensive ex- 
tremists, he conformed tacitly to dominant values. Although luckier 
than Ohlendorf in avoiding the evil demands of this ideology, he was 
not nearly as free of its contamination as his self-image demanded, or 
as he insisted in his memoirs. 

His early impressions of the SS speak of the process that drew him 
in. Like most other Germans, in the enthusiasm of the time, he thought 
NS would provide the drastic action Germany needed to lift itself up, 
and he expected the unreasonable aspects of its creed to fade. In the 
“elite” SS he found the “better type of people” (feinen Leute) and a 
glamor that appealed to him. Jt promised to be the elevating vehicle of 
the Movement, as opposed to ruffian elements like the SA. Yet despite 
his claims of ideological aloofness, he admits that SS indoctrination lec- 
tures he had been called to deliver, including attacks on the Catholic 
Church, are what drew the attention of the SD. What Schellenberg had 
embraced was an intellectual’s “critical” brand of National Socialism, 
making him susceptible to the SD’s dedicated-intellectual image. Here 
was a clear mix that revealed the power of combining role and value 
orientations. 

According to Schellenberg, two SD “members” of his university fac- 
ulty recruited him. They told him of SD intelligence work, and he ex- 
pressed an interest in the foreign aspects. They advised him that for an 
SD career, he should complete his legal education and enter civil service. 
Until then, he would serve as an unsalaried “member,” rendering volun- 
tary reports. Actually he held associate status from sometime in 1934 
and became a member in November 1935. Meanwhile, he had been 
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doing his juridical apprenticeship. Through SD intervention, this ap- 
prenticeship extended to work with Gestapo posts. At Frankfurt, he got 
his first foreign mission—to do a report on a professor at the Sorbonne. 
Further apprenticeship followed in the Gestapo Office, Berlin. In De- 
cember 1936, he completed the state exam“? and entered the civil ser- 
vice, Gestapo Office. 

He was soon detailed to the SD Main Office. There, working inter- 
mittently on organizational affairs, he became Heydrich’s right-hand 
man, a foil against Best’s influence and a respectable replacement for 
Naujocks. The link between his Gestapo training and SD work had 
been counterespionage, and from this he would eventually become the 
head of SD-Ausland (Amt VI of the RSHA). 

His goal was to turn his branch of the SD into a professional for- 
eign intelligence agency for the new order. Although he claimed that he 
meant it to be separated from Party and SS and to be a state agency, 
that does not square with his role in the development of Sipo and SD 
as a fusion of SS and state. What he apparently intended was an image 
of intellectual independence and objective reporting, one clearly sepa- 
rated from dirty police work, crude NS dogmatism, and extralegal SS 
special action. Although he clearly betrayed a flair for the cloak-and- 
dagger image of a romantic secret service, he disdained Heydrich’s 
dirty-work agents like Naujocks and would seek to purge them from 
his SD as he sought freedom from their image. He also sought distance 
from the ideological taint of Himmler’s SS-SD.% 

Clearly, the internally propagated images and missions of the SD 
are essential to understanding the character and roles of its members. 
Its external image completes the picture, for it helped determine who 
might be initially attracted. Despite occasional references in newspapers, 
the SD was not in the public eye. When Eichmann joined, he had alleg- 
edly confused it with a body-guard service. 

One “well-informed” Party member left his impression in a 1936 
diary entry. Hans-Jörg Maurer was an Old Fighter and a fanatical anti- 
Semitic journalist who had become disillusioned over totalitarian ten- 
dencies.°* Maurer thought the SD was a new development and had only 
heard rumors about its place in the power structure. He feared it could 
become a Cheka. Its members were drawn from “especially tested, de- 
pendable Nazis,” free to act beyond the law and on their own initiative, 
even to the point of murder. One of its basic tasks was determining the 
progress of the NS ideology in winning the people. Thus, it was espe- 
cially interested in the press, but opposed to the heavy-handed, repres- 
sive methods of the Reich Press Chamber.” 

Although such mixed, external impressions contrasted with some 
idealistic SD self-images, they did depict an influential elite in a position 
to shape Germany’s future. Such romantic licence-to-kill imagery might 
draw opportunists and would-be Chekists. But while it might worry 
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some disillusioned NS dissidents, it could attract others. It could appeal 
to young idealists, ambitious or otherwise, as long as they aspired to 
having an impact on their world. 


Preliminary Conclusions 


One should now be able to draw some preliminary conclusions 
along lines proposed in previous chapters. Obviously, the SD was a 
complex phenomena, and that complexity may have contributed sig- 
nificantly to the involvement of many members in the “dutiful” execu- 
tion of increasingly inhumane roles. As late as 1937, it was still coalesc- 
ing as an organization, while simultaneously evolving so rapidly that it 
could never fully manage its responsibilities. The goals assigned by 
Himmler and Heydrich, and those it generated for itself, overextended 
its capacities. At the same time, different pressures drove its members 
to search for more satisfactory institutional identities. 

Organizationally, the field structure was too under-developed to be 
all-seeing in all those areas it had targeted. Its reporting remained un- 
even and erratic. Although often well-placed and well-informed, its 
sources were unevenly distributed. The field staff that processed and 
forwarded their information was zealous, but overworked and of lim- 
ited capacities.°° The central staff of analysts was hard-pressed to digest 
and collate the flood of material. Despite several revisions of the central 
filing system and the impressive-sounding concepts behind it, the rela- 
tively small staffs could never have handled the full flood. If today’s 
police and intelligence agencies with the latest in electronic technology 
cannot control and fully exploit their information, certainly the SD was 
overwhelmed. Of course, when given a specific assignment, as opposed 
to total analysis, it could focus to produce an impressive body of infor- 
mation on a person or organization. In this respect, it could always fill 
its police-state role, but never its chosen, idealized role. 

For their evaluations of individuals, reports on local enemy activity, 
and general reports on “spheres of life,” the field posts received frequent 
criticism. Specifically, a lack of concrete detail and the impressionistic 
quality of the reports troubled headquarters. But the guidelines they 
issued were so abstract that they baffle readers today and must have 
been of little help even to SD workers with a more concrete sense of 
the work. 

Although the SD pursued “objectivity,” that never included any 
questioning of basic NS assumptions that guided their work. One could 
never question international conspiracies of Marxism, Jewry, Catholi- 
cism, and Masonry. One certainly did not challenge the rectitude of 
anything on which the Führer was specific. Nevertheless, that left a wide 
range of other things that were debated within the Movement, and even 
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considerable leeway to differ over details within the areas of ideological 
certainty. Despite admonitions against involvement in local and per- 
sonal politics, SD members championed many such causes. 

As for the quality of its analyses of the effects of NS policies, schol- 
ars generally agree that its reports were probably more objectively 
critical than those of other agencies.°” This can be attributed to SD 
other-mindedness, which grew, however, from a complex amalgam. It 
involved not only higher levels of intelligence and education, but also 
highly personal adherence to selective parts of the NS world view and 
a heavy lading of intellectual arrogance that required one to be critical 
of all others, but especially those who stood in the way of SD influence 
and control. 

All of these characteristics and the roles this organization would 
play in the evolution of inhumane population and imperialist policies 
were to some extent products of its unique mix of personnel. Unargu- 
ably, a phenomenon like Nazism drew many psychologically unbal- 
anced personalities. They do not, however, seem to have been a domi- 
nant presence in the working SD. Its appeals were diverse, and to 
accomplish its missions, it had to draw upon a wide range of people. 

The marked dichotomies among the members suggest inevitable 
tensions. A wedding of an educated elite with ordinary “little men,” of 
socially aggressive modernists with traditionalists, of confident achievers 
with damaged egos, of cosmopolitans with provincials—the SD was full 
of uneasy bedfellows. Surviving documents reveal efforts to plaster over 
tensions and rivalries with calls for comradeship and teamwork. But it 
was precisely this mix and the presence of those one might disdain that 
enabled the SD to enmesh men of any psychopolitical orientation, of 
any personality type, and of any level of intellectual development. 

Members could be more easily drawn into sanctioned violence, 
whether they had developed to fit Kelman’s models of the blindly obedi- 
ent rule oriented, or the creatively obedient role oriented. Some had 
found a healing ego identity in the SS ideal, as suggested by John 
Steiner. Others were “opportunists” who found a suitable status iden- 
tity in the SD. If their moral or other value-oriented commitments were 
high enough to prevent them from obeying orders for direct involve- 
ment in inhumanity, they either left or found more comfortable SD 
roles. In those roles, they “merely” facilitated inhumanity indirectly, 
often an unpleasant but “necessary” side effect of their more respect- 
able roles. 

All this provides a moderately satisfactory explanation for the 
moral failures of the ethically weak, the socially conditioned, the ego 
damaged, and any others who had not developed sufficient intellectual 
autonomy. Nevertheless, many among the sort drawn by SD appeals 
must have achieved sufficient levels of intellectual and ethical autonomy 
to have risen above being merely drawn into legitimization. Given the 
extraordinarily high percentage of the educated elite among them, it 
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seems unlikely that psychopathic manipulators could have designed 
traps sufficiently subtle to have netted them all. More likely, they had 
to enmesh themselves by inadvertently developing “traps” that were 
products of their own intellectual identities. 

One such image-trap was the promise of influence over national 
leadership, a powerful combination of role and value orientation. Given 
the nature of NS leadership, however, that promise of influence was 
especially elusive and ephemeral. A good deal of intellectual arrogance 
also helped the would-be advisors fool themselves. Nevertheless, for 
many healthy intellectual egos, such a goal could be most compelling. 
Furthermore, the more one had to sacrifice to retain access to the goal, 
the less rationally one would be able to assess its realizability. Ego com- 
mitment got in the way. Thus, as SD leadership evolved their compel- 
ling mission of guiding NS leadership and shaping the nation, they had 
to assume responsibility for solving unpleasant problems that could not 
be trusted to those they disdained. Although they might succeed in 
shunting the dirty work onto others, they had to create the solutions 
and see to their implementation, even if the solutions evolved beyond 
their sense of what was appropriate. In order to preserve their access to 
control and influence, they had to get their own hands dirty. In the end, 
they inadvertently facilitated evil evolutions as much as they became 
“trapped” in them. 

Obviously, even those categories labeled broadly as SD intellectuals 
lacked a uniformity of either composition or self-image that allows for 
simple generalization. Among them were indeed paranoid, mystic crack- 
pots who peopled their world with enemies, and “dualistic” intellects 
whose idea of research was finding evidence to prove their prejudices.‘® 
But they make it too easy to explain susceptibility, and one cannot dis- 
miss the lot as intellectual misfits. 

Intellectual arrogance certainly permeated the drive to purge ele- 
ments that misdirected the new order. Clearly, arrogance lay in the ap- 
peals that SD intellectuals used to recruit one another. They would pro- 
vide the “objective,” “accurate” information, a “valid” assessment of 
the public mood, and “proper” intellectual guidance for the leadership. 
Only they could compensate for the loss of contact that occurred when 
an authoritarian state dispensed with free elections. Only they could 
displace the self-serving sycophants who sought to isolate the leader- 
ship.°? Obviously, one can find pathology in such a self-image, if one 
feels a need to do so. One might not, however, if these men had joined 
the British Secret Service or one of Roosevelt’s brain trusts. 

Some of these same men expressed motives that would be admira- 
ble under any circumstances. Some sought to defend higher education 
from antiintellectual elements that would replace universities with NS 
indoctrination and career training.’° Others expressed an intellectually 
mature appreciation of free inquiry in academia. Contrary to elitist in- 
tellectualism, they would open the doors to higher education for the 
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economically underprivileged.” To explain their susceptibility, one 
must find more than weakness and pathology. One must see how their 
admirable qualities turned on them. 

Like most leaders in the SD who were teachers, jurists, and higher 
civil-service administrators, Höhn, Ohlendorf, Scheel, Schellenberg, and 
Six, as intellectuals, liked not only to manipulate and mold ideas but 
also to shape and fashion society—people’s attitudes and values. Al- 
though they had an intellectual self-image and approached their mission 
in life through the realm of ideas, they fit well into that class of SS 
leadership that Robert Koehl labeled “social engineers.” They all saw 
themselves shaping a new community of harmony and strength. This 
goal tied together the intellectual teachers, jurists, and writers with tech- 
nicians, engineers, medical doctors, civil servants, and businessmen. 
They had all sought esteemed professions to lead in shaping or “serv- 
ing” society.” Among them, a subtle but significant difference divided 
their self-images and shaped the related roles they played in Sipo and 
SD. 

That subtle distinction was both elusive and illusory. Those in- 
volved on one side usually cxpressed their role in terms like “positive,” 
“intellectual,” and “ideological.” In making his distinction between 
ideological intelligence and police functions, Himmler expressed tangen- 
tially a difference that for him was simply the difference between SD 
and Sipo. In fact, the difference created by his subordinates crossed all 
organizational lines within Sipo and SD. It distinguished those primarily 
hoping to shape society constructively from those more concerned with 
cleansing. This went beyond differences between SD (ideological intelli- 
gence) and police (executive action); it expressed itself within SD in the 
distinction between “enemy intelligence” and “positive intelligence.” 
Since one necds some label to express the difference between SD work 
directed at revealing the enemy in Central Division II 1 and that which 
emerged from Central Division H 2 under Höhn and Ohlendorf, the 
label “cultural intelligence” may serve best.” 

Of course, the need to purge and the desire to shape are never 
clearly separable, and both found expression in the imagery of all 
branches of the SD and of Sipo as well. Both formed components of the 
personalities and self-images of practically every articulate member. 
Thus, both Höhn and Six would create new “intellectual intelligence” 
roles while never really separating themselves from “enemy intelligence” 
functions. Nevertheless, “negative purging” and “positive shaping” 
emerged increasingly as opposite poles on a continuum formed by the 
missions and images of the various branches of Sipo and SD. To com- 
plete an analysis of the consequences of these SD self-images, one must 
put them in the context of the totality of Sipo and SD. 
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Sipo and SD: The Significance 
of Organization and Image 


Several modifications of scholarly and popular images have emerged 
from this analysis. As late as 1937, the SD had not achieved anything 
like its image of all-seeing eyes. It had not outgrown its amateurish 
origins, and it remained overwhelmed by its missions. Its role in pene- 
trating and turning the political police was more subtle and initially 
far less direct than previously described. Under the pressure of wartime 
demands, it would never overcome its problems. 

The growing consensus among scholars that the Gestapo’s image 
was in many ways a myth has been reinforced.' It grew so rapidly that 
it too remained overwhelmed by its responsibilities. Among its person- 
nel, the professional detectives were sandwiched between Nazified ad- 
ministrators and SS superiors above and an unhealthy leaven of SS 
toughs in the lowest ranks. Thus, the Gestapo was simultaneously the 
embodiment of its police-gangster image and the professional police 
force to which it aspired. It was one of those syntheses of opposites that 
make many institutions impossible to describe satisfactorily. 

One must remember, however, that the functional, internal perspec- 
tive on Gestapo work provided by this study cannot stand alone. The 
Gestapo was only part of the total apparatus of Sipo and SD. That in 
turn was only part of the much larger SS-police-concentration-camp sys- 
tem. All of that was supported by a vast network of surveillance pro- 
vided by Party and state agencies. Together this made for a massive 
structure of police-state efficiency sufficient to do the job of keeping 
German society in line behind Hitler’s war and the Nazi crimes of inhu- 
manity, even after it all went sour. Even so, the important role of spon- 
taneous, self-serving informants in all this makes it clear that the terror 
did not operate entirely under control or as intended. The efficiency of 
the Gestapo is yet another aspect that is almost impossible to analyze 
and describe satisfactorily. 
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Since Kripo was subjected to “SS-ification” later than the Gestapo, 
it had a reputation for immunity to Nazification and involvement in NS 
crimes. Yet Kripo detectives became as thoroughly involved in the NS 
Movement as Gestapo detectives, their work was polluted by NS ideol- 
ogy, and many participated in the crimes of the regime. These detectives 
joined only three years later than their Gestapo counterparts the real 
amalgam created by Sipo and SD. 

The members of Sipo and SD were initially drawn together by their 
roles in purging society of all nonconformity. One sees a strong parallel 
here with Detlav Peukert’s observation that for the middle class by the 
mid-1930s the elusive appeal of Volksgemeinschaft had to be supple- 
mented increasingly by the discovery and elimination of internal and 
external enemies.* 

Perhaps more significant are new insights into the men of each com- 
ponent. For most of these men, one can dismiss the image of sadists 
and misfits. The revealed membership contradicts theories that the SD 
or the police attracted predominantly those personalities highly suscep- 
tible to sanctioned violence. Equally doubtful is the argument that the 
more normal personalities in these organizations were driven to crimi- 
nality by a psychologically predisposed hard-core element, although a 
similar but more self-induced process may have been at work. 

These organizations drew diverse types, many of whom had two 
things in common: idealistic self-images and goals, and a need to pro- 
tect their organizations from disreputable elements. Their positive hu- 
man characteristics were admirable, and their weaknesses were in no 
way extraordinary. Yet they succumbed to sanctioned violence as ex- 
tremely and thoroughly as psychopaths, while their involvement was far 
more deadly for the victims. They contributed their significant talents 
to the escalation of Nazi tendencies from mere rhetorical outbursts and 
random violence to previously unimaginable levels of execution. 

I have proposed that the explanation for this enigma lies as much 
in the otherwise admirable qualities of these men as in any psychic 
weaknesses or pathologies. They built organizations and set goals that 
matched their positive qualities, although the marriage was often per- 
verted. In so doing, they tied their egos to the organizational images 
they created. Unfortunately they had grown up immersed in a culturally 
defined reality that gave their world views powerful conjunctions with 
those of Nazism. From there, they could be more easily drawn close to 
the extremes of Hitlerian and Himmlerian ideological variants. To- 
gether, ideological conjunctions and their powerful ego-institution links 
within Sipo and SD enmeshed them in their fateful roles. 

I have described Sipo and SD as an entity—as a coherent whole— 
but have shown that in many respects it was not. This is another exam- 
ple of a synthesis of contradictions, but one that lies at the root of 
the role Sipo and SD played in drawing otherwise respectable men into 
sanctioned violence. Sipo and SD was an entity, and that was its true 


Conclusion 233 


significance. It was far more than an administrative convenience 
through which Heydrich managed his separate commands. It bound to- 
gether its three components to such an extent that none of them can be 
properly studied nor fully understood in isolation. 


Sipo and SD as a Dangerous Liaison 


The SD had a mission to infiltrate key institutions of society and 
guide them along proper NS lines toward the future Reich. Sipo-SD 
emerged within the total SD as those men who would infiltrate and 
guide Sipo detectives toward the true State Security Corps. But many 
SD leaders developed other missions and an ethos that conflicted with 
the taint of a police spy-enforcer image. By the same token, even if the 
professional policemen shared an ideological conjunction with the NS 
revolution, they had problems with their marriage to SS-SD. For good 
reasons, all these men denied any true fusion of SD with police, while 
each branch of the police denied identity with the other. 

Yet they were one, especially after the 1939 creation of the RSHA 
(Reichssicherheitshauptamt), a common headquarters to coordinate in- 
tegration. They were one in a conglomerate within which each man 
could be transferred to different branches or temporarily assigned to 
common missions. This meant that no matter how distinct they might 
have remained either de jure or in their minds, de facto they were tied 
together in their inhumane roles. Yet the perverse power of Sipo and 
SD lay in the distinct, contradictory institutional images that separated 
Kripo from Gestapo from SD, and even the components of the SD from 
each other in the minds of their members. That facilitated denial of 
their marriage while they moved together toward their ultimate roles. 

By 1936, Himmler had legal control of all the police. No longer 
preoccupied with strategies for gaining control, he prepared to create 
the Staatsschutzkorps, a term that came into common usage during 
1936-1937 to express the matured version of his vision.” We may never 
know who contributed most to the concept. It clearly grew from Hit- 
lerian imagery and took its general form in the grand dreams Himmler 
began evolving before 1931. It got much of its specific form from re- 
finements of Heydrich and the SD leadership, including the newly re- 
cruited professional policemen. For Himmler, it was to be a union of 
the police, the SS (and SD), and parts of the administration, into “a 
corps for the defense of the realm.” In 1935, Heydrich spoke of the 
need to propagate an inner discipline and loyalty to bind together its 
diverse components. He turned to his SD as the vehicle for propagating 
that bond within his agencies.* 

SS-SD penetration of the police had originally been sporadic and 
largely uncoordinated. The process had gone two ways: policemen 
joined the SS-SD, and men from these organizations entered the police. 
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After 1935, the process became more organized and deliberate, as some 
policemen were pressed to take SS membership. Although a total fusion 
of SS and state was Himmler’s goal, it was only loosely achieved. Sipo 
was never a part of the SS. SD membership among Sipo may never have 
exceeded 18 percent. Although most men in command positions were 
SS-SD members, many of those commanders were late joiners from the 
ranks of the police. Many Kripo men distanced themselves from SS 
identity even if they formally joined. Even the more thoroughly “SS- 
ified” Gestapo only identified selectively with the SS. Despite the rheto- 
ric of SS camaraderie, Gestapo and Kripo men often disdained their SD 
partners, and vice versa. Himmler and Heydrich knew they needed at 
least a generation to overcome this resistance. Initially, the SS would 
indoctrinate the existing policemen, but ultimately, the new recruits, 
Hitler Youth, drawn simultaneously into the SS and police, would bring 
the ideal corps to fulfillment. These men of the future would be free of 
old traditions and “reactionary” police professionalism. 

With the development of this concept of State Security Corps, the 
SD function of penetrating the police supplemented its ideological intel- 
ligence mission. That in turn added further complexity to the SD and 
gave it that “multiple personality” that drew and bonded together its 
diverse membership. 

When Himmler created the SD in 1932, its image was already self- 
contradictory. The open mission of observing and analyzing the enemy 
included a focus on “the enemy within.” That meant a negative SD 
image of spies and informers among the brotherhood, ferreting out un- 
desirable elements. In contrast, Himmler and Heydrich conjured a 
counterimage. They rejected the mode of police spies, and chose instead 
an idealized secret service that every citizen willingly supported. Hey- 
drich wooed such people by describing an SD that would provide the 
leadership with broadly based information, thereby affecting policy de- 
cisions. This mixed image drew a diverse body of men. On the one 
hand, it appealed to those who aspired to provide intellectual guidance 
for the Movement, while on the other, its cloak-and-dagger component 
drew in men who ranged from sophisticated romantic adventurers to 
the crudest of activists. Despite its negative connotations, the internal 
spy image also drew men with an “idealistic” mission to purge and 
purify. 

Since the SD grew parallel to the more significant political police, it 
underwent tensions that exaggerated the contradictions in its mission. 
An SS-commanded political police raised the question of whether the 
SD was needed. The answer, that it performed ideological intelligence 
functions supplemental to yet distinct from police work, was not wholly 
adequate. Although this mission implied an elite role as ideological 
guide to the police, it also involved that negative image of enforcers. 
Consequently, they pursued still further the more positive intelligence 
functions in which they would guide the leadership and shape national 
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policy. This led to “cultural intelligence,” providing information on do- 
mestic conditions and moods, and to foreign intelligence, Ausland-SD. 
It also included infiltrating and controlling the key institutions of soci- 
ety, not to spy, but to provide positive influences. 

From 1935, these positive images drew men who preferred roles 
separate from police functions. Consequently, in the SD image, the in- 
ternal division widened between “negative purging,” or police work, 
and “positive shaping.” Less clearly involved in this split image, the 
foreign intelligence branch had an additional ethos of romantic derring- 
do. The distinct image of this branch would take longer to emerge, but 
would eventually include a posture above SS and police and apart from 
“ideology.” The intensification of these split images within the SD re- 
sulted primarily from its ties to the political police. 


The Police and Society in Crisis 


The professional policemen of Sipo pose a special problem. Analyz- 
ing them from the perspective of the police in contemporary industrial 
society links the Nazi police state to more universal problems of the 
police in modern societies. Although this is not a new idea, much more 
work is required in this direction. 

Specifically, the application of police-subculture theories to early 
twentieth-century Germany requires more thorough testing to reveal the 
historically specific German police subcultures that probably existed. 
We need data on the social backgrounds of the professional police and 
of the real changes in personnel that occurred between 1919 and 1945. 
We need deeper analysis of changes in both the public images and pro- 
fessional self-images of these police. We need to know more about 
changes in their training programs and ideological orientations. Until 
then, the following interpretation might provoke such research. 

In any society, “police science” must be in tune with the predomi- 
nant assumptions, or the society will have problems with its police. 
When a society is in transition, such a harmony becomes especially 
problematic. If that society does not successfully redefine the ethos and 
image of the police and their relation to society, the gap between the 
prevalent forces of change and the policeman’s sense of propriety will 
grow to a crisis point. Social change without regard for its impact upon 
the police is especially dangerous, because the police exist to preserve 
society. Disruptive changes can alienate the police from the direction 
of change in their society. The police will become more susceptible to 
reactionary appeals, or worse, to extremist appeals that cloak them- 
selves in the preservation of society and its traditional values. 

The police are not the problem. The problem grows from the innate 
ability of reactionary and right-wing extremists to appeal to them and 
to any other elements alienated by too rapid a change. It also grows 
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from the general tendency of left-wing and liberal elements either to 
ignore the police, to perceive them as part of the problem, or to push 
them counterproductively. The society’s conservatives may play the key 
role, for if they are progressive they can smooth the transitions, but if 
not, they will entrench the police in a righteous opposition. Unfortu- 
nately for Germany, that was the course their history took. 

While undergoing rapid change, societies often suffer from a hysteria 
over the “breakdown of law and order.” This exaggerates the crisis of the 
police, for they are charged with failure to defend society. Enthusiasm 
mounts for an effective rooting-out of the “basic sources of crime and de- 
viancy.” In Germany, the police were wooed by Nazis who promised to 
give them freedom from restraints that prevented them from eliminating 
those criminal and deviant elements. Once under Nazi command, fear of 
the Red menace, of criminal elements, and of sexual offenders worked to- 
gether to create a common thread for the logic of all Sipo work. The gen- 
eral acceptance of popular genetic theories about degeneracy fused argu- 
ments for “euthanasia” and crime prevention with fears of racial 
pollution. Ideas about final solutions followed naturally. 

The policemen became willing participants in the first steps toward 
the police state. They gladly threw off the restrictions imposed by the 
liberal constitution and served the Nazi state well as long as their pro- 
fessional integrity did not seem threatened. However, as the realities of 
SS penetration became apparent and the NS world view perverted their 
“free hand for police work,” they also suffered an identity crisis. A few 
ended their involvement. Most remained and deluded themselves with 
false images of their organizations, roles, and relations with the SS-SD. 
From there, they participated in the escalation process that led to mass 
inhumanity. 

Ironically, the ideal image of the Gestapo, different from the now- 
common one of brutal police terrorism, contributed to these processes. 
The leadership from Göring, Himmler, and Heydrich down wished to 
build the image of their police as honored and trusted by the people. 
Not only did the professional police aspire to such an image, but they 
also denied anything beyond a nominal fusion with the SS-SD. 

They clung tenaciously to the belief that they were a legal instru- 
ment of the state, doing only what had to be done to serve the nation. 
Furthermore, they twisted their real tie to the SS-SD into yet another 
alibi. It enabled them to deny “police responsibility” for actions be- 
smirching their professionalism, by shifting blame onto SS-SD men 
among them. Thus, for those who refused to see their prostitution to 
Nazism, the very police subculture that should have generated forceful 
resistance to NS penetration created a mythical self-image of profes- 
sional autonomy. That in turn enabled them to perform their work 
without asking themselves so many troubling questions. The work they 
could or would not perform fell to others whose presence they had 
to tolerate. 
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Strangely, what applied to the Gestapo applied even more to Kripo. 
These professionals not only saw themselves as free of SS-SD contami- 
nation, but also stood aloof from the Gestapo. They preserved an exag- 
gerated image of professional autonomy. Their leaders constantly 
boasted that their membership in the SS-SD was only nominal and that 
this sacrifice saved Kripo’s true professional autonomy. Yet, like the 
Gestapo, the Kripo served in the Einsatzgruppen, applied NS racial the- 
ory to its criminological work, assumed responsibilities for euthanasia, 
and would submit all future generations of Kripo recruits to SS indoctri- 
nation and conformity to all SS standards. 

Thus, no matter how much distance police and SD men might have 
sought between their identities, they were drawn together in processes 
legitimizing inhumanity by the common denominator of those identi- 
ties—Sipo and SD. Since those processes continued throughout the his- 
tory of Sipo and SD, one needs to establish their course not only for 
1933—1937, but beyond, as a context for understanding the institutions 
in which they would occur. 


Sanctioning Inhumanity 


I do not accept the idea that the important thing to discover is what 
these men did and how they went about doing it. Indeed, that allows 
us to see clearly the evil of the Nazi world view and all who contributed 
to it. But it is not enough to pass judgment on those evil individuals. 
“It”—the Nazi solution—can and will happen again if we do not under- 
stand our own vulnerability to similar phenomena. To be sufficiently 
educated to function in our world, each of us must understand how, 
not just “ordinary men,” but we could have participated. 

The only psychologically comfortable way to deal with the Nazi 
experience is from the heights of moral condemnation. Clearly, it was a 
product of evil values and beliefs inherent in the ideology. But all those 
responsible were not simply evil—fundamentally immoral, sociopathic, 
psychopathic, the scum of society, or weak, susceptible personalities. 
When all perspectives come together, those responsible emerge more 
like Jekyll and Hyde. 

Any effort to explore how good Dr. Jekyll turned into Nazi Mr. 
Hyde is an unsettling activity. Was he a victim, trapped by the poison 
he brewed with good intentions? This is especially troubling since, if the 
perpetrators were victims, what then of their victims? Do we put them 
on the same level? No, for the basic difference lies in the problem of 
“responsibility.” 

I tread the dangerous waters of approaching the men of these orga- 
nizations as normal, basically decent people whose fate was also tragic. 
As the Greeks understood tragedy, it made no difference what he in- 
tended, the tragic character destroyed himself and all around him. Fate 
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played a role. If these men had been born in the Allied countries, they 
might have been heroes of that war. But in the Nazi camp, they played 
the roles of terroristic enforcers and mass murderers. That, however, 
does not make them victims. They were not just the hapless victims of 
fate; they failed to exercise their moral judgment. The important knowl- 
edge we must dig for here is how and why they blinded themselves, and 
what encouraged them in that process. 

Few members of Sipo and SD ever decided to commit “murder” for 
any personal reason. They obeyed orders to kill, or most often to facili- 
tate killing, and although they usually perceived that these deaths dif- 
fered from normal war-situation killings or legal executions, they 
obeyed by viewing them as analogous to such normally sanctioned vio- 
lence. They obeyed the ostensibly “lawful” orders of the leaders of their 
nation. Thus, they had created a context in which they could not per- 
ceive their acts as criminal. Even after Nuremberg and in a different 
frame of reference, most of them still could not make such an equation. 
This is not to say that they had no moral qualms about their orders— 
they often did. No one can live without compromising and violating 
values, yet one copes without thinking of one’s self as an immoral per- 
son for having done so. To the extent that they thought of their organi- 
zation as above traditional laws or values, there is an analogy with the 
criminal organization, but such a belief in a higher cause characterizes 
most revolutionary movements and religions, which offer better analo- 
gies than criminal organizations.° 

If we leave behind assumed pathology or criminal analogies and 
introduce models of norm distortion and legitimization processes that 
help us understand what happened to the “normal” participants, we 
gain some sense of how it could happen to us.° We can reestablish an 
empathy with our subjects—that element so essential to the historian’s 
scholarly creativity, but generally denied us by the nature of Nazi inhu- 
manity. With such an approach, however, one enters the treacherous 
waters of Historisierung, best advocated by Martin Broszat.’ By “empa- 
thy” I do not mean either sympathy or uncritical empathetic identity 
with one’s subjects. Historians must balance empathy with critical dis- 
tance. Most of all, however, one cannot hope to capture the moral 
problem presented by the Nazi experience without applying an empathy 
founded in intellectual maturity and grown from the experience and 
knowledge that one has also walked treacherous paths, but failed with 
far less serious consequences. 

For both policeman and SD member, the first step toward sanc- 
tioned inhumanity involved legitimization and brutalization. It generally 
came during the uncontrolled, “revolutionary” violence directed at the 
Red enemies. Each performed zealously roles he could justify as legiti- 
mate, while distancing himself from acts he could not justify, but which 
the rabble would perform extremely well. Distrust, even fear of that 
uncontrollable rabble subsequently led to another step that brutalized 
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some and set the pattern for the rest to follow. The Röhm purge af- 
fected members of the SD and Gestapo in ways difficult to unravel. To 
begin with, most were not privy to any manipulation at the top. In the 
context of the reports they had forwarded or received, evidence of a 
pending coup must have been convincing.® Many of them had problems 
with the alleged conspirators, so when they were unleashed on these 
newly exposed enemies of the Volk, they behaved as they had against 
the Reds. Afterward came promotions, and, of course, everyone bene- 
fited from the elevation of the Gestapo and SD that resulted. Most men 
probably felt self-righteous satisfaction about their service. Some appar- 
ently relished their role of radical enforcement. Almost all had relied on 
the cruder SS men for the actual dirty work. 

Nevertheless, many later looked back on June 30 and saw a fatal 
turning point. For some, the questioning began as soon as the rumors 
of Himmler and Heydrich’s roles became common. For others it oc- 
curred more gradually. For many, it occurred only when called to ac- 
count after the war. In every case, however, the net result was the same. 

Having involved themselves in an escalating process of evidence 
gathering until they believed their victims were the enemy, and having 
projected such evil on the enemy that they self-righteously destroyed 
him, they contributed to the process. Whenever they encountered their 
sense of guilt, however, they had a convenient scapegoat. By seizing 
upon rumors and by accepting the images of Himmler or Heydrich as 
the Machiavellian manipulators who engineered such things as the 
Röhm purge, they could project their guilt onto their chiefs and salve 
their consciences. Even Goring and the military leadership employed 
such rationalization, producing almost unanimous postwar testimonies 
that everyone was duped by these evil geniuses. It is now impossible to 
separate such rationalizations from reality, to determine where mutual 
escalation ended and manipulation began. 

If such a sense of betrayal developed before the end, it became the 
turning point of one’s career. For some early members, June 30 marked 
that awareness. Henceforth they were unable to serve with self- 
righteous zeal and became misfits in the ranks of Sipo and SD. Some 
terminated their careers voluntarily, but few gave explanations for do- 
ing so. Dr. Joachim Mrugowski merely said he withdrew “owing to 
certain developments which were divergent from his ideas of what an 
information service should be.” ? Some clung to their positions, but in- 
creasingly resisted changes desired by Himmler or Heydrich. Others 
merely degenerated, slipping into alcoholism or corruption. A few 
voiced accusations against their chiefs and were broken. In the files of 
many SD members, there are signs of disillusionment. For most, how- 
ever, such developments came too late to save them. 

After 1934, the shifts of focus from one enemy to another involved 
more SD and policemen in authorization, routinization, and dehuman- 
ization that prepared the stronger characters for the next step and to- 
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tally destroyed the resistance of the weaker. Whether it was homosexu- 
als or political priests, conservative military and financial circles that 
could sabotage the new Germany, or the Jews, the logic of one’s ideo- 
logical or professional commitments required some action, and author- 
ity called for just a little more. Often, some uncontrollable element 
forced an action one might otherwise have stopped short of, for one 
had to preempt their initiatives. Frequently, such steps pushed men be- 
yond their sense of propriety and drove them to seek separation from 
police or SD, but the war and its transcending call to serve the nation 
drew them back more firmly. Somewhere along the way, some would 
develop a sense that all they believed in had been betrayed, but by then 
it was too late.!° 

For example, the “Jewish Problem” involved complex evolutions. 
Until 1938, neither the Gestapo nor SD played any significant role in 
shaping national policy about Jews. The SD refined the line espoused 
by the SS-—emigration. But such policy received no executive force until 
the Gestapo acquired responsibility for furthering emigration in 1938. 

If anything, most members of the Gestapo or SD were “moderates” 
among Nazis on the Jewish question. That moderation, with its con- 
comitant “scientific and professional” research into the problem, made 
the trap so deadly for victim and victimizer alike. No matter how cyni- 
cal one was about Nazi brands of anti-Semitism or how low Jewry was 
on one’s list of threats to the nation, one lived in a milieu in which the 
fundamental assumptions of anti-Semitism constituted reality. As one 
historian put it, the Nazis created a framework in which questioning 
the existence of a “Jewish problem” became tantamount to questioning 
the emperor’s new clothes.'' Nowhere was this more true than in Sipo 
and SD, where Himmler had defined good police or intelligence work 
as revealing the Jewish connection behind the problem. The detective 
won praise by finding a Jewish element in any crime or plot. The SD 
operative built elaborate charts revealing the network of Jewish connec- 
tions and their relevance to everything un-German. To function within 
these systems, one had to accept the existence of “at least some truth” 
in all such conjuring, thus preparing oneself intellectually for the autho- 
rization. 

Meanwhile, from 1934-1938, the more “unreliable elements” of 
the Movement agitated the “Jewish problem.” Their agitation led to 
the Nuremberg Laws and on to the pogroms of November 1938, often 
embarrassing the NS state at inopportune moments and disrupting eco- 
nomic affairs. From the beginning, both Gestapo and SD felt pressures 
to assert their authority in such actions. The SD leaders, with a self- 
image as intellectual guides for the Movement, felt compelled to stand 
for more respectable and regulated solutions, while they also felt pres- 
sure to provide dynamic direction rather than abdicating policy formu- 
lation to irresponsible elements. This dichotomy drove them to seek 
more thorough solutions. The years 1935 to 1936 witnessed contradic- 
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tory actions within both the SS and the police based on ambivalent 
desires to retain a radical stance on the Jewish problem while trying to 
maintain order. This was the link between the pressures generated by 
NS radicals and the ad hoc problem solving of bureaucrats or function- 
aries who laid piecemeal the foundations for many different “final solu- 
tions.” 

After 1938, any action that facilitated emigration and, therefore, 
eliminated an increasing source of conflict was justifiable, especially if 
the more brutal side effects fell in the domain of some branch of Sipo 
and SD that lay outside one’s realm of identity. For the intellectual SD, 
the job fell to the Gestapo. For the professional detective, the job fell to 
Sipo-SD men under Eichmann. Ultimately, routinization meant the true 
dirty work fell to someone in the Einsatzgruppen, or, better yet, entirely 
outside Sipo and SD in the camps. 

Meanwhile, other contemporary experiences had prepared some for 
the ultimate step. “History”—that is, World War I—had taught the re- 
ality of modern total war: victory now requires the destruction of the 
enemy nation, for all men and women will be mobilized. As one SD 
man put it, total war meant “war without mercy, . . . destroying the 
enemy nation. . . with all means without any regard and without con- 
sideration of existing conventions.” Total war, national security, enemy 
nations, and the Jewish problem all became part of the emperor’s new 
clothes, providing rationalization for what would come. As erly as 
1938, some SD men foresaw, with greater clarity and enthusiasm than 
most others, that the process could lead to genocide.!? At some point, 
Heydrich and some of his lieutenants, sensing the likely outcome, may 
well have begun planning options and pushing in directions that would 
guarantee that they would be the ones ready to do whatever the Fiih- 
rer decided. ' 

Others could look down on uncontrolled brutality like November 
1938 as “a shame and a scandal” because they occurred “without or- 
ders.” One would prosecute unreliable elements in Sipo and SD who 
participated in such undisciplined outbursts. But authorization made 
even a morally offensive action a different matter. By 1941, the cush- 
ions of routinization and rationalization facilitated even the “deplor- 
able” killing of women and children. Nevertheless, at the peak of the 
process, even brutalization could not defuse the tension, for many func- 
tionaries of genocide broke under the strain or sought escape through 
transfer.!* 

The major developments that legitimized genocide lie outside the 
scope of this book, which explores instead the preparatory phase and 
the creation of the institutional environment in which it would occur. 
With this sketchy perspective, however, one can look back with a better 
appreciation of the significance of the institutions and their psychosocial 


environments as a key to the processes that legitimized such inhu- 
manity. 
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Mutual Escalation 


Whether one focuses on either branch of Sipo (Gestapo or Kripo) 
or on any SD office, the full membership clearly belied the images of 
either professional detective or intellectual leadership. The spectrum ran 
from those with respectable credentials, through a marginal set, to the 
shady characters who were available for the dirty work. The marginal 
set could rise to middle and even higher functionary status, but both 
civil service and SS-SD leadership strove to keep them from fully elite 
ranks. Both detectives and SD members would combine to weed out 
some of the shady element. For instance, the 1935—1936 screening pro- 
cess of SS-Gestapo employees denied SD membership on the grounds of 
a “lack of requisite knowledge” (Fachkenntnisse), or of the “necessary 
intellectual talents,” or on the basis of character. Others would survive, 
however, despite their flaws, for someone had to fill the lower ranks. 
But such men encountered a definite ceiling in middle functionary 
status. t5 

Such people undoubtedly helped brutalize their “betters.” Once 
present, even in small numbers, they added steam to the pressure 
cooker. To the professional policeman, the uniformed NS infiltrators 
challenged his zeal and goaded him to take the extra step that proved 
patriotism and dedication. To the SD intellectual, that element who 
would obey any order became a standard by which loyalty and dedica- 
tion were measured. Such elements also gauged the “radicalism” of a 
true revolutionary’s solution to ideologically defined problems. But one 
should not overemphasize the significance of this presence as a catalyst 
to sanctioned inhumanity. Other forces were probably more decisive. 

The respectable members’ need to purge disreputable elements also 
revealed the depth of their identities with the organizations they would 
purify. Most of those with respectable credentials, either academic or 
detective, were bound to a profession of public service. Professional de- 
tectives had little hope of shifting to any other career of equal prestige. 
Few of those with legal degrees could hope for comparable prestige 
outside the civil service. When confronted with the unfortunate side 
effects of the Nazi system, they could only preserve their self respect by 
psychologically distancing their public service from those involved more 
directly in the “side-effects.” The Gestapo official served the nation by 
defending it against un-German pollutants. The Kripo detective served 
society by controlling its criminal elements and maintaining law and 
order. The SD functionary provided the leadership with the objective, 
accurate information they needed to keep the nation on the right track. 
The lower ranks, who had no hope whatever of a more prestigious 
service career elsewhere and found self-respect in one branch or an- 
other, had to have more tolerance for involvement in some of the neces- 
sary side effects. 


Conclusion 243 


The more privileged, professionally credentialed members of Sipo 
and SD who did have alternatively prestigious service-career options 
could seek them when the side effects negated the service they per- 
formed in Sipo and SD. They could withdraw honorably to resume their 
professions. But then the war changed priorities, and only public service 
was again acceptable. Thereafter, only the military offered a respectable 
option. Many would seek that escape from the contaminating side ef- 
fects, but usually it involved much lower rank and, therefore, service 
below one’s ability and status. 

An identity bound up in a need to serve significantly hardly repre- 
sents a quality that one would condemn. Yet it drew these men into at 
best complicity in, and at worst direct commitment of horrible crimes. 
Perhaps worst of all, these side effects became the central reality while 
the idealized mission became increasingly illusory. 

The political detective increasingly terrorized the innocent or innoc- 
uous and persecuted the truly good citizen driven to any outward resis- 
tance. The scientific work of the detectives gave way to racial theories 
of criminality, and they were sent out to perform more ideologically 
defined roles. The SD intellectual never influenced the decision-making 
process of the Third Reich in any direction except perhaps the escala- 
tion of imperialism and encouragement of the Final Solution. On the 
contrary, when SD reports revealed the unacceptable, Bormann, Goeb- 
bels, and Himmler obstructed their circulation and finally denied the 
SD access to official sources of information.!® The SD dream of reshap- 
ing the nation by infiltrating key institutions never rose much above 
spying and imposing a deadly conformity that contradicted any ideal of 
critical dynamism. 

When one is confronted with such conflicts between his central ide- 
als and the realities of his life, one often retreats even deeper into mythi- 
cal self-images and can become enmeshed even more tightly in organiza- 
tional identities. As the ethical crises mounted, the mythical image 
became one’s only prop to self-respect and even sanity. One bonded 
totally with one image of one component of Sipo and SD, and that 
fused overall with a sense of membership in a special fighting force 
against all that threatened a proper Germany. 

In that respect, one sees a strong parallel between Sipo and SD and 
the image of the Wehrmacht painted by Omer Bartov.'” The military 
was a most diverse body of men from all strata and walks of life, 
welded into a disciplined, effective fighting force that held together to 
the last moments of the war. They “were among the regime’s strongest 
supporters . . . accepting the regime’s view of Germany’s mission in 
the world and its perception of the Reich’s enemies as consisting mostly 
of inferior beings unworthy of life.” 1% Yet while the Generals could 
depict the rank and file as “National Socialists through and through, 

. . at the same time they tried to present the Wehrmacht as a profes- 
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sional organization quite indifferent to ideology.” '? The Volksgem- 
einschaft had failed to materialize for them, but a Kampfgemeinschaft 
against the enemies of the Volk bonded them together. 

For Sipo and SD, indoctrination was reinforced by the evidence 
they themselves generated in their ideologically guided police and secu- 
rity operations. They thus converted ideological images of the enemy 
into reality. They had prepared themselves for brutalization and dehu- 
manization before they encountered their victims as vermin on the east- 
ern front. Once a real total war had materialized, war against such 
enemies became a transcendent mission that could bond together men 
with conflicting and mutually hostile self-images into a “disciplined,” 
effective instrument of extermination. 

This book has elaborated those self-images in Sipo and SD. Ex- 
plaining their significance far exceeds contributing to our picture of the 
internal rivalries and hostilities that characterized the Third Reich. 
Their true significance lies in the synthesizing abilities of Sipo and SD 
that held together such diverse and mutually antagonistic groups so that 
they performed functions essential to fulfillment of the NS world view. 
Sipo and SD, bound together by the cement of the total SD, allowed 
many contradictory types to perform their specialized and idealized 
functions in their separate compartments. One could extol his egalitar- 
ian combat community without acknowledging a common identity with 
disdained colleagues. 

Such a perverse system of bonding exceeds the capacities of any 
leaders to create. Its dynamic tensions actually ran counter to the ideals 
of both Himmler and Heydrich, who constantly exhorted their subordi- 
nates to closer cooperation and a more genuine brotherhood. They 
wished a true fusion of SS and police. Instead, the bonds that Sipo and 
SD welded were examples of the autonomously operating, psychosocial 
mechanisms of contemporary societies—mechanisms that obscure reali- 
ties while facilitating the entrapment of idealistic people into severe 
moral crises. In Sipo and SD, they offered the ultimate in authorization 
and routinization, paving the way to brutalization. These mechanisms 
and the blindness of SD intellectuals, of civil servants, and of profes- 
sional policemen to these mechanisms worked to the advantage of 
Himmler and Heydrich. It strains credibility to argue that they con- 
sciously constructed such mechanisms. Explaining how well they may 
have realized and consciously exploited these mechanisms in the evolu- 
tion of imperialistic and racial programs lies beyond this study. 

Such problems form the central issues in the history of the SS and 
the Third Reich. To what extent did Nazi aggressions and racial pro- 
grams grow from the deliberate and preconceived plans of the NS lead- 
ership, and to what extent from pressures from below and from the 
forces that leaders unleashed by expressing their evil fantasies? This 
book has delineated the ways in which directions from above and spon- 
taneous pressures from below complemented one another in the cre- 
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ation of Sipo and SD. Furthermore, it has shown how forces unleashed 
in Sipo and SD helped generate “semispontaneous” pressures, encourag- 
ing more radical foreign and racial policy. 

Of course, such radical policies were “intended” all along in an 
abstract sense. Both the ideology and the general goals espoused by 
the leadership created the new consensus reality in which ideological 
conjunctions drew the lower level functionaries toward an ideological 
consensus with the leadership. In this way, less clearly formed intentions 
synthesized with functional pressures generated by those intentions to 
coalesce the actions of all involved into increasingly more clearly de- 
fined goals and plans for their fulfillment. 

Clearly, Sipo and SD attracted some sadistic and criminal personali- 
ties, but they were too few to account for what tens of thousands of 
men ultimately did. Perhaps psychosocial descriptions of processes that 
legitimize inhumanity and theories about how the bulk of any modern 
population is so “psycho-politically oriented” that it is susceptible to 
such processes explain how Nazi criminality could occur in any society. 
But one must still explain the involvement of those better than “ordi- 
nary,” psychically and intellectually more healthy personalities. They 
should have been at least as prevalent—if not more so—in Sipo and 
SD than in the general population, because of their relative social and 
educational privileges. 

This book has offered theories about ego-institutional identities to 
explain how such otherwise healthy people could be blinded by mecha- 
nisms that produce cohesion in complex modern societies, sometimes 
by obscuring moral crises. To explore such mechanisms, I have empha- 
sized the idealistic and normative aspects of Sipo and SD, for that part 
of the historical reality is what most participants seized upon. This em- 
phasis denies neither the inhumanity nor the corruption that also 
formed part of that reality. Nor does such an analysis exonerate any 
participant, “healthy” or otherwise. 

People entrap themselves in both tragic and evil roles—not only 
because of their character weaknesses or pathologies, but even if they 
possess strong personalities and character. Sometimes, such qualities 
drive one into roles in which one’s ethical awareness can be blindsided. 
That is the process of true moral failure. If history is to serve the role 
of moral education that was once attributed to it, historians must probe 
the processes of such moral failures. 

Although many of the men studied here drew into Sipo or SD 
purely to advance themselves, at least an equal number pursued an 
ideal. It made no difference whether it was racist, aggressive-nationalist, 
exclusive-ideological, or a more admirably patriotic or socially con- 
structive mission, they were willing to risk their souls for a transcendent 
purpose. Whether they realized that they supped with the Devil or not, 
they entered his trap when they identified with the image and mission 
of any component of Sipo and SD in order to use that component to 
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pursue their higher aims. While they worked diligently toward their tan- 
talizing ideals, all they were ever allowed to achieve was ultimately evil. 
Their failure to perceive the nature of the trap or to abandon their 
goals at any time before the end constituted their degree of guilt and 
responsibility.” 

“The pathology of modernity” that the Nazi experience has re- 
vealed is a poem in which Holocaust rhymes with the little injustices 
and the occasional inhumanities we inadvertently inflict in the everyday 
pursuit of our higher goals. These pursuits become most dangerous 
when they are backed by the absolute certainties provided by science, 
ideology, or religion. They can entrap the best-intentioned along with 
the morally indifferent. The danger is so great because the mechanisms 
are so well camouflaged in responsibilities that mix banal routine with 
sanctified ends. This danger remains greatest as long as society fails to 
educate its members against its own inherent tendencies, about their 
responsibility to be active rather than passive agents within it, and 
about the resultant moral enigmas with which they must be prepared 
to deal. Nowhere in society is this perhaps more serious than in the 
domain of the state’s police and security activities. A heightened aware- 
ness is essential for all who serve within that domain, all who must 
direct and control them, and all of us when we deal with them. 

Modern society has created complex, deceptive mechanisms that 
obscure the ethical and practical significance of our daily affairs. Per- 
haps these are more overwhelming than those of simpler times. If so, 
that neither excuses modern people nor protects them from any conse- 
quences. Members of industrialized society accept both the demand for 
higher levels of technical skill and knowledge and the consequences of 
failure to achieve such education. If modern society also requires higher 
levels of ethical and psychological awareness than simpler times, then 
one must also accept the demand for a higher education to develop that 
awareness and the consequences of failure to pursue it. 


Let 
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Table of Comparative Ranks 





SS 


German Army 


U.S. Army 


German Police 





Reichsführer SS 
Oberstgruppenführer 
Obergruppenführer 
Gruppenführer 
Brigadeführer 
Oberführer 
Standartenführer 


Obersturmbannführer 


Sturmbannführer 


Hauptsturmführer 


Obersturmführer 


Untersturmführer 


Generalfeldmarschall 
Generaloberst 
General 
Generalleutnant 
Generalmajor 
Oberst 
Oberstleutnant 


Major 


Hauptmann 


Oberleutnant 


Leutnant 


General of Army 
General 
Lieutenant General 
Major General 
Brigadier General 
Colonel 


Lieutenant Colonel 


Major 


Captain 


First Lieutenant 


Second Lieutenant 


Chef der Deutschen Polizei 
Generaloberst der Polizei 
General der Polizei 
Generalleutnant der Polezei 
Generalmajor der Polizei 


Oberst der Schupo 
Reichskriminaldirektor 
Oberstleutnant der Schupo 
Oberregierungs- und Kriminalrat 
Major der Schupo 
Regierungs- und Kriminalrat 
Kriminaldirektor 
Hauptmann der Schupo 
Kriminalrat 
Oberleutnant der Schupo 
Kriminalkommissar 
Kriminaloberinspektor 
Leutnant der Schupo 
Kriminalinspektor 

(continued) 
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Table of Comparative Ranks (continued) 








SS German Army U.S. Army German Police 
Sturmscharführer Stabsfeldwebel Master Sergeant Obermeister 
Kriminalobersekretär 
Meister 
Kriminalsekretär 
Truppenführer/ Oberfeldwebel Tech Sergeant Hauptwachtmeister 
Hauptscharführer Kriminaloberassistent 
Oberscharführer Feldwebel Staff Sergeant Kriminalassistant 
Scharführer Unterfeldwebei Sergeant Oberwachtmeister 
Kriminalassistant 
Unterscharführer Obergefreiter Corporal Wachtmeister 
Kriminalassistant Anwärter 
Rottenführer Gefreiter Private, First Class Rottwachtmeister 
Sturmmann Obersoldat Unterwachtmeister 
SS-Mann Schiitze/Soldat Private Anwärter 
Anwärter Recruit 





Note: Police ranks underwent changes during the period 1932—1937, and they cannot be consistently correlated with military or even SS ranks. Correlations 
here are approximate. 
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Chart B.I The Geheime/Staatspolizeiamt 
Organization Plan for September |, 1933 


Chief: Ministerialrat Diels le : 
; Special Commando Henze 
Deputy: Oberregierungsrat Volk SS-Sturmf. Rodde 


Propaganda Post: von Lützow 


Department I. Organization and Administration—RA Dr. Schnitzler 
Desk A: Organization 
Desk B: Personnel Office, Security, Holding Cells 
Desk C: Management 


Department Il. Legal department—ORR Volk 


Desk A: Judicial Affairs, Law 

Desk B: Reduction of Personal Freedom (Protective Custody) 

Desk C: Disposition of Seized Property 

Desk D: Press Police (Subversion) 

Desk Er: Economic Politics, Work Sabotage 

Desk E2: Cultural & Social Politics 

Desk F: Riots, Explosives, Assassinations, Weapons, Protection, 
Foreigners, Immigrants, Jews, Freemasons 

Desk G: Foreign: Foreign Germans, Borderlands, National 


Minorities, Saar, Memel, Danzig, Austria 


Department III. Movements Department—KPR Nebe 
Information Service—KK Nussbaum 
Secret Service—KOK Otto 
Desk A: Police Squads—KK Lipik 
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Desk B: Marxism 
Br: Communism 
B2: Labor Affairs (esp. RGO)—GA Dr. Gisevius 
B3: Socialist Party—GA Dr.Gisevius 
C: Counterrevolutionary Efforts 
D: Russians 


Department IV. Treason and Espionage—PCapt. Olze 


Commission x: Industrial & Economic Espionage 
Commission 2: Aerial, Coastal, Military, England, Special 
Commission 3: France, Foreign Legions, Belgium 
Commission 4: Poland, Polish Deserters, Danzig 
Commission 5: Soviet Espionage, Soviet Border States 
Commission 6: Czechoslovakia, Austria, Balkans, Pacifists 


Department V. Liaison Officers 
To the SA—SA Sturmf. Blumenthal 
To the SS—SS Oberf. Henze; SS Sturmf. Rodde 
To the ND of the NADAP—SA Standf. Aumüller 
To the Schupo—PMaj. Ilgen; PCapt. Schünemann 


Note: For the sake of brevity, only the names of the more significant personnel are given 
in these charts. 

Sources: Chart, Organisation des Geheimen Staatspolizeiamts, Stand: 1.9.1933, OA 500/ 
1/38a/269; a similar chart (n.d.), 267. 


Chart B.2 Geheime Staatspolizeiamt 
Organization Plan of October 1,1935 


Chief: Pr. Minister President Göring 
Deputy Chief and Inspector: RFSS Himmler 
Deputy & Leader of Gestapo Office: SS-Gruppenf. Heydrich 
Deputy Leader: SS-Standartenf. ORR Dr. Best 


Main Department 1-—SS-Standartenf. ORR Best 
Principal IA: Organization & business; personnel affairs of middle and 
lower civil servants and employees, Gestapa 
Principal IB: Budgetary affairs of the Gestapo 


Principal IC: Economic affairs of Gestapo 

Principal ID: Organization and business of the field posts 
Principal IE: Personnel affairs (except as covered by IA) 
Principal IF: Non-Prussian political police 

Principal IG: Material law of the political police 

Principal IH: Seizure of property 

Principal IJ: Justiciary; disciplinary testing and discharging 
Principal IK: Special organizational affairs 


Principal IL: Foreign political police 
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Main Department 1I—SS-Gruppenf. Heydrich 


subdepartment II 1: 


IE x zbV.: 
IıA: 


I ı Al: 
I x Ar: 
H ı A3: 
Ix AI: 


Il x A2: 
Il r Aa: 


Il xB: 


Il 1 Br: 
Il ı B2: 
Il rC: 


I r Cr: 
H r C2: 
H r C3: 
I r D: 
Il 1 E: 


Il z F: 

HiG: 

I r H: 
Hzr Hr: 
Il ı Ha: 
Il x H3: 

II rS: 

Subdepartment II 2: 

N 2A: 

Il 2B: 

II 2 C: 

H2 D: 

II 2 E: 

II 2 F: 

Il 2G; 

Il 2H: 

2 J: 


Enemy movements; Party affairs; protective custody; 
economic affairs; archive; identification service; 
weapons affairs 
SS-H’Sturmf. Flesch 
Deputy: SS-H’Sturmf. Müller 

Special assignments; observations; assassinations; weapons 
and explosives affairs 

Communist and Marxist movements and their affıliated 
organizations—SS-H’Sturmf. Müller 

Communism; subversion 

Communism 

Subversion; factory work of the KPD; Am-Apparat 

Marxism other than KPD and affliiated organizations; 
Comintern; GPU; right Russian movements, etc. 

Marxism and affıliated organizations 

Comintern; GPU; Russian constitution; right-Russian 
movements; returnees from USSR; foreigners file 

Churches; confessional leagues; sects; Jews; Free Masons; 
emigrants—SS-H’Sturmf. Flesch 

Churches; confessional leagues; sects 

Jews; Free Masons; emigrants—RR Dr. Hasselbacher 

reaction; opposition; affairs of Austrian refugees 
SS-O’Sturmf. Huber 

Reaction 

Opposition 

Austrian affairs 

Protective custody; concentration camps—KR Futh 

Economic, agrarian and social politics; work sabotage; 
political unions 

Card files; reports; document administration 

Identification service 

Party, SS, SA, HJ, BAM, NSKK affairs—KR Meisinger 

Party, HJ, BdM affairs 

SA, SS, NSKK affairs 

Combatting phenomena hostile and to the state 

Special desk (homosexuality?)—KR Meisinger 

Press affairs—RR Dr. Gotthardt 

General press affairs 

Domestic press and publishers (except church presses) 

Church confessional press 

Domestic editors, publishers, reporters 

West European and non-European press 

East European press 

Emigrant press and hate propaganda 

Film; theatre; art; science 

Library; lector of press police for compiling books 
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Main Department Ill: Abwehr Office 
Deputy: RR Damzog 
Subdepartment HI ı: High treason and counterespionage EAST 
KR Kubitzky 


I 1 A: Poland; Danzig 

Tl 1 B: Czechoslovakia 

HI r C: Russia and its eastern rim states 

M r D: Marine, coastal defense; high treason; special foreign and 


unknown hostile states 
Subdepartment III 2: High treason and counterespionage WEST 
KR Geissel 


M 2A: France; Belgium; Switzerland 

M 2 B: Italy; Austria; Hungary; Balkan states; work and 
economic espionage 

Il 2 C: America; Holland; England; Scandanavian states; 
Wehrmacht; SS; SA; FAD 

If 2 D: High treason, pacifists; separatists; deserters; Foreign 
Legionnaires; refractures 

HNI 2 E: Air transport affairs 

Subdepartment IM 3: 

HI 3 A: General preventive measures; special assignments 

M 3 B: Foreigner and border control 

H 3 C: Minorities inside the Reich 


Subdepartment III 4: Communications; card files; statistics 


Department IV added 26 October 1935 
SS-Sturmbannf. Schupo Capt. Staudinger 


IVA: Vehicular affairs 

IV B: Report management and forwarding 
IV C: Flight affairs 

IV D: Technical weapons office 


Source: Geschäftsverteilungsplan des GeStapa, Stand vom 1 October 1935; and GeStapo, 
re Errichtung einer Abteilung IV beim GeStapa, 26.10.1935, BA/R-58/840/50-66. 


Chart B.3 Organization of Security Office, 
1933—1934 


Chief of Sicherheitsamt (SHA) 
Adjutant 


Department Z (Zentral) (registry and correspondence of CASHA) 
Department I. Organization 


1. Personnel 
2. Personnel file 


3. 
4. 
5. 


Civil service reinforcements for state organizations 
General organizational matters; activity reports 
Training officer 


Department II. Administration (pay, finances, supplies) 


Department III. Information (Domestic Political) 


I. 


Aya YP 


NS, völkisch, monarchical opposition, etc. 

Religion and ideology, including separatism 
Marxists 

Science and education 

Constitution and law 

Strengthening of ideological awareness of the public 


Department IV, Counterespionage and Foreign Inquiry 


De 


Na eh 


Foreign intelligence 

Jews; pacifists; hate propaganda; emigrants 
GPU; espionage; immigrants 
Counterespionage, military and economic 
Armament 

Economy and corruption 


Department V, Freemasonry 


I. 


Freemasonry card file (domestic—foreign) 


2. Evaluation 
3. Lodge file 
4. 

5. Museum 


Archive 


Independent Desk (VI), Press 


I. 
2. 


Monitoring and evaluating 
Information service 


Independent Desk (VII), Technical Support and Radio 


I. 


Enemy organizations file 


2. Photography; laboratory; drafting 
3. Statistics 

4. 

5. Radio (wireless communications) 


Library 
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Sources: Carbon copy from files of SD OAb Rhein, n.d.(1934), HStA Wiesbaden, 483/ 
625/70-80; and Best letter, 2.4.1977. 
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Chart B.4 Organization of the 
Sicherheitshauptamt, 1935 


Chief of the Sicherheitshauptamt 


Zentralamt 1, Central Chancellery 
Hauptabteilung 1: Service supervision 
Hauptabteilung 2: Registry 
Hauptabteilung 3: Radio and technical support 


Zentralamt 2, Personnel Office 
Hauptabteilung r: Personnel and promotions 
Hauptabteilung 2: Assignments 
Hauptabteilung 3: Training, education and recruitment 
Hauptabteilung 4: SS-Court and disciplinary affairs, welfare 
Hauptabteilung 5: SD-School 


Zentralamt 3: Administrative Office 


Zentralamt 4: Press Office 
Hauptabteilung 1: Press 
Hauptabteilung 2: Literature 
Hauptabteilung 3: Film and radio 


Sachamt 1: Culture Office—politically important developments in all spheres 
of public life 


Sachamt 2: Information Office—Identification and analysis of all enemies of 
the NS ideology 


Sachamt 3: Abwehr Office—Counterespionage and countersabotage 


Sachamt 4: Staff Office—Reporting to the relevant offices of Party and state 
all important developments in the state and Party apparatus as well as in the 
economy and foreign affairs 


Note: The author has not yet been able to determine what, if any, numeric and alpha- 
betic designations may have been used; the numbers given above are simply sequential. 


Source: CASHA, Vorläufige Geschäftsordnung, 1 September 1935, OS/500/3/9/10—14. 
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Chart B.5 Organization of SD Main Office, 
1936-1937 


Chief of SD Main Office (SD-HA]—Heydrich 
Staff Command: SS-Brigf. Taubert 
Adjutant: SS-O’Sturmf. Neumann 
(Office z.b.V., coordination of unsalaried affiliates in other agencies) 


Office I: Administration and Organization—SS-Standf. Albert 


Central Department I 1: Staff chancellery 
I ıı: Service supervision 
I rizr: Organization and inspection 
I ıııı: SS-O’Scharf. Schellenberg 
I x112: Management 
I ı2: Objective supervision 
I x21: Reporting [Berichterstattung] 
I 122: Special commission [Sonderaufträge] 
I 13: Registry 
I 134: Reich central card file 
I 14: Technical support—SS-Sturmbf. Sohst 
I r5: Staff command 


Central Department I 2: Personnel 
I 25: Court 


Central Department I 3: Press and museum—SS-Sturmbf. Six 
I 31: Press and literature—SS-U’Sturmf. Spengler 
I 311: Central press bureau—SS-Scharf. Hagen 
I 312: Monitoring of press and literature—v. Kielpinski 
I 312-1: Freemasons and Jewry; 2, confessional tendencies; 3, Marx- 
ists; 4, emigrants; 5, rightist circles; 6, sciences; 7, Volk- 
stum and race; 8, arts; 9, law & administration; 10, ed- 
ucation; 11, Party and state; 12-14, economy; 15, 
Poland and Russia; 16, northern states; 17, England; 
18, France; 19, Italy and Spain; 20, Austria and Swit- 
zerland; 21, special Abwehr; 22-24, Germany daily 
press 
I 313: Analysis of press and literature by life spheres 
132: Museum, library and scientific research, Ehrlinger 


Central Department I 4: Administration, SS-Standf. Bork 
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Office I: SD-Inland—SS-Standf. Dr. Behrends 
Central Department II r: Ideological analysis—Behrends 
H r1: “Ideologies,”—SS-O’Sturmf. Hartmann 
H rır: Freemasonry—-SS-O’Sturmf. Christensen 
I 1111: Humanitarian lodges—SS-H’Scharf. Ehlers 
I 1x12: Christian-national lodges—H Scharf. Wisliceny 
I 1113: Angle lodges and Masonic-like lodges 
H 1114: Freemasonry in foreign countries 
I] 112: Jewry—SS-H’Scahrf. Kuno Schröder 
Ü x121: Zionists/assimilationists 
U 1122: Neutrals/orthodoxy and Karatative 
If 1123: Assimilationists/Zionist affairs—Eichmann 
Il 113: Religious-political currents—SS-O’Sturmf. Hartl 
H 1131: Political-Roman Catholicism 
Il 1132: Protestantism/orders and missions 





H 1133: Sects/protestantism 
H 1134: Völkisch religious groups/sects 
II 12: Political enemies—SS-H’Sturmf. Göttsch 
I rar: Left movements/Marxism-—SS-O’Sturmf. Wolf 
Üızıı: Communism 
I r21 11: Comintern 
Th r21 116: Special auxiliary internationals 
I ı2ı 1161: Profintern 
I 121 11612: Interntl. Transport Workers Federation 
U 1212: Social Democracy 
JI 1213: Special Marxists 
II 122: Middle movements—SS-U’Scharf. Radunski 
I 1221: Democratic organizations 
U 1222: Pacifist organizations 
If 123: Rightist movements—SS-H’Sturmf. Böhme 
I £231: Reaction 
I 123 11: Stahlhelm 
I 123 13: Soldiers organizations 
I 1232: Völkisch oppostion 
Il 1233: National Bolshevism [Strasser’s Black Front] 


Central Department II 2: Analysis of Spheres of Life—SS-Sturmbf. Höhn 
II 21: Cultural life (Volkstum)—SS-O’Sturmf. Rausch 
II 21x: Sciences—SS-O’Sturmf. Beyer 
H 2111: Teachers and university affairs 
I 2112: Research 
I 2113: Political intellectual directions 
I 242: Volkstum and Volkskunde 
H 213: Race and Volksgesundtheit—SS-U’Sturmf. Kurreck 
II 214: Arts/citizens—SS-H’Scharf. Hennig 
U 22: Community life---SS-U’Sturmf. Brauns 
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II 221: Constitution and law 
II 222: Administrations 
Il 223: Youth, education—SS-O’Scharf. Koch 
H 2231: School affairs 
II 2232: Student organizations 
II 224: Party and state orgainzations/press and literature 
H 225: National Socialism/Party and state [1937?] 
II 23: Material life [economy]—SS-O’Sturmbf. Heuckenkamp 
II 231: Food economy—SS-H’Sturmf. Ohlendorf 
II 232: Commerce and transportation 
II 233: Currency, banks, markets, and insurance 
II 234: Industry and commerce—SS-O’Sturmf. Eilers 
II 235: Crafts and trades/revenue—SS-O’Scharf. Seibert 


II 236: Finance/labor and social welfare 


Il 237: Labor (industry)—SS-U’Sturmf. Leetsch 
Office IN: Abwehr—SS-Standf. Jost 


Central Department III ı: Foreign spheres of life 
I xx: Europe 
HI x11: East: Russia and border states; far East [1937?] 
II 112: South-East/West 
IN xr121: Hungary; 1122, Balkans 
HI 143: South (South-East) 
II 1131: Austria; 1132, Italy; 1133, Switzerland 
Ill 114: South-West (South) 
HI 1141: Spain; 1142, Portugal 
HI 115: West 
IN 1151: France; 1152, Belgium; 1153, Netherlands 
II 116: North 
WW 1x61: England; 1162, Denmark; 1163, Scandinavia 
IH 12: Non-European states 
HI r21: Americas (North-West) 


Il] 122: Australia 
II 123: Asia 
IN 124: Africa 


Central Department III 2: Foreign political Abwehr 
II 21: Espionage 
Il 211: Military espionage 
II 212: Political espionage 
IH 213: Economic espionage (Freemasonry) 
Il] 22: Enemy intelligence services 
II 221: West (Jewry) 
HI 222: North (political churches) 
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M 223: East (Communism and Marxism) 
HI 224: South (liberalism) 
MH 225: (Legitimacy, right movements) 


The first listed responsibility of each office, department, or desk is based 
on organizational structure effective 1/15/36. Information in parentheses is 
based entirely on Ramme. Frequent redesignations and reorganizations make 
designations below the Amt level problematic for any specific date (changes in 
title are designated by a slash, i.e., early/later). Amt IU was significantly reorga- 
nized, apparently in spring 1937, which may account for Ramme’s differences. 
Personnel for each position are based on the 1/15/37 Signenzeichnung, and 
were changed occasionally. 


Pattern: Office (Amt) I 
Central Department (Zentralabteilung) [a 
Main Department (Hauptabteilung) luc 
Department (Abteilung) [rrr 
Principal or Desk (Referent) Turis 


The “principal” was the lowest organizational level; numbers beyond that 
represented subcatagories of an area of research under that principal. A few 
are added for illustration. 


Sources: Befehl d. CASHA, reorganization of SHA, (n.d., effective 1/15/36), OA/500/3/5/ 
1-18; RFSS, CdSHA, I r12, re “Signenzeichnung,” 15.1.1937, StAwshft.b.d.KG Berlin; 
Ramme, Sicherheitsdienst, 54—57, 248; Aronson, Heydrich, 202-203, 206; numerous 
BDC/SSO and RuSHA files; RFSS, CdSHA, Stabskanzlei: VYırır, “Sachkartei und Sa- 
chakten,” 8.12.1936, HStA Düsseldorf, RW 33/1/139/1-17; and Peter Brommer, Die 
Partei hört mit: Lageberichte und andere Meldungen des Sicherbeitsdienstes der SS aus 
dem Grossraum Koblenz, 1937-1941 (Koblenz: Verlag der Landesarchivverwaltung 
Rheinland-Pfalz, 1988). 
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Quantitative Analysis of 
SD Members 


The Samples 


My analysis employs three overlapping samples: a sample from all 
ranks of the SD, from its origins in 1932 to the end of 1934; a sample 
of all members holding SS officer’s rank by the end of 1934; a random 
sample who were either promoted to SS officers rank or entered with 
SS officers rank in 1936. 

The main sample consists of 518 men identified as members of the 
SD before the end of 1934, plus 8 who were significant associates before 
the end of 1932 and who subsequently became full members. This sam- 
ple of 526 early affiliates represents a mix of all ranks, men who would 
hold key leadership positions in Sipo and SD, men who would remain 
in the rank and file, and men who would leave the SD. Specifically, it 
includes 180 who became officers before the end of 1934, 319 who 
subsequently became officers, and 27 who never rose above noncom- 
missioned rank. 

This is not a random sample. Since there are no known surviving, 
complete rosters of members for any period, a random sample cannot 
be established. Official lists of all SS officers (Dienstaltersliste or DAL), 
published annually between 1934 and 1938, have survived, along with 
some supplementary lists and a roster of senior officers for 1944." 

Every man in the DAL promoted to officer before the end of 1934, 
plus a few others identified from other records, constitute the sample of 
180 SD officers by end of 1934. They represent perhaps 99 percent of 
the total. Thus, this sample of SD officers by 1934 is for all practical 
purposes a total population. 

The sample of SD members by 1934 is simply the best available 
sample. Although it overrepresents men who became officers by 1938, 
that does not skew the sample significantly. Most early members who 
remained active long enough eventually became officers. Surviving ros- 
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ters for particular times and places indicate that the representation of 
men who never achieved officer’s rank may be proportional in this sam- 
ple.” The most underrepresented would be those who rose to officer 
between 1938 and 1945. The most overrepresented are the officers by 
1934. 

This sample contains approximately 62 percent of the estimated 
membership by the end of 1934, and 78 percent of that by the ends of 
both 1933 and 1932.° Although not technically a representative sample, 
it is certainly representative of the men who played formative roles in 
the SD. One must pursue the total population rather than settling for 
the easily identified officer corps, because of the lack of correlation be- 
tween SS rank and status in the early SD. 

The third sample for the early SD is a random sample of 120 men 
from among those whom I identified in the 1936 DAL as new SD offi- 
cers. This process was problematic, and 16 turned out to have been 
promoted as SD members to officer in 1935. Nevertheless, they have 
been retained in the sample which remains representative of men pro- 
moted to officer later in the period under study. They provide a compar- 
ative analysis against the men promoted to officer before the end of 
1934. I pursued randomness by selecting every fifth man identified as 
not appearing in previous DAL as SD members. This process guaran- 
teed an even distribution among the ranks, by date of promotion and 
SS number, since that is the order in which entries in the DAL occur. 
For obvious reasons, I prefer this guaranteed distribution achieved by 
stratified-systematic sampling over the more conventional process em- 
ploying random number tables. 


Source of Data 


The primary source of data has been the SS and other biographical 
files in the former U.S. Document Center at Berlin, commonly referred 
to as the BDC.* I usually limited the search for quantifiable data to the 
SS Officers’ (SSO) files, the Rasse und Siedlungshauptamt (RuSHA) files, 
and SS miscellaneous files, supplemented by comparable collections of 
SS personnel documents removed from the BDC collection for the vari- 
ous Nuremberg trials (housed originally as part of RG-238 of the U.S. 
National Archives and subsequently microfilmed in several collections). 
In addition, I exploited collections of SD and SS personnel records not 
integrated into the BDC that survived in the Landeshauptarchiv at Ko- 
blenz and the Hauptstaatsarchiv at Wiesbaden. In a few cases, bio- 
graphical publications listed in the bibliography contain relevant entries 
that flesh out basic data. The Nuremberg records also contained interro- 
gations of some of these men and persons who worked with them, fill- 
ing in some missing holes. 
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The BDC files confront one with several problems. Specifically, the 
SSO files are an artificial collection created for the trials and de- 
Nazification process. They consist of miscellaneous SS documents filed 
together under the names of the officers. They include, for instance, 
standard personnel forms and questionnaires, evaluations written by su- 
periors, disciplinary records, transfer and promotion orders, and per- 
sonal and official correspondence. In contrast, the RuSHA files are an 
original collection of that office responsible for the health and genealog- 
ical evaluation of SS men and their brides. Both collections often con- 
tain one or more handwritten autobiographical statements (Lebens- 
läufe), composed at different times. 

The problems posed by these documents begin with frequent lacu- 
nae or an almost complete lack of information. Files vary in size from 
one document to several folders up to six inches thick. In some cases 
the standard forms appear not to have been kept up to date. Some 
entries are illegible or nearly so. As with all personnel records, errors 
are not uncommon. Fortunately, there is enough duplication that many 
errors can be detected. Given my own experiences with the U.S. military 
and government agencies, I conclude that the data in these records are 
as reliable as most official personnel records. The source for potential 
GIGO (garbage in, garbage out) is probably not significantly greater 
than in any other study based on official records. Problems relating to 
specific types of data are outlined below. 


The Nature of the Data and Methodology 


Another possible source for GIGO is my own interpretation and 
coding of the more problematic data. Additionally, as explained below, 
much of the tabulated data about personal histories and SS-SD careers 
has to be treated as impressionistic. It can be quantified only in the 
sense that it is counted and tabulated to provide “comparative impres- 
sions.” It cannot bear the weight of statistical analysis. 

Since I never intended to limit myself to conventional sociopolitical 
analysis, and since I always suspected that the men were an especially 
heterogeneous and unique mix of unconventional Nazis and accom- 
plices, I collected a wide range of information. I not only wanted to 
know the men, but also the personnel politics of Sipo and SD. Conse- 
quently, I coded 114 entries for each case: 110 are data on the individ- 
ual; 4 are identification and source codes. Each entry exploited for this 
study is listed below with an explanation of its inherent problems, 
strengths and weaknesses. 

Of course, not all 110 items are available for each case. In most, at 
least one item is missing or illegible. This may upset purists who prefer 
to throw out or replace cases with incomplete data. I rejected such a 
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strategy because of the number of problematic entries, and because the 
total population, particularly that of many subsets, is already small. The 
absence of SSO files on men who never rose above NCO would require 
dropping them entirely. So I have kept all cases no matter how incom- 
plete, even negative BDC searches that leave me with only limited data. 
To help the reader see the possible significance of missing data, in the 
tables, missing data are usually indicated, unlike in the text, where only 
valid percentages are given. When simple statistical frequencies, means, 
and modes, are derived from these data, the percentage of the missing 
data provides adequate warnings about reliability. 

Most items selected for entry were available consistently, however, 
and many lend themselves to reliable quantification. On the other ex- 
treme, items like expressions of personal prejudice, disciplinary actions 
and involvement in significant events like the Röhm Purge, the Kristall- 
nacht and the Einsatzgruppen are not recorded consistently or in 
enough detail to lend themselves to reliable quantitative manipulation. 
I include them because of their relevance to the analyses attempted here, 
but they allow only minimal, cautious usage, primarily as impressionis- 
tic rather than scientific data. 

In between these extremes lie uneven data such as occupation and 
employment records. Some files contain sufficient detail to define occu- 
pational status and history clearly. In other cases, a few vague, inconsis- 
tently employed terms provide the only clues. Thus, relatively clear data 
mix with vague information. For each data category described below, I 
explain such problems. 

For this study, only relatively simple frequency and cross-tabulation 
analyses seem necessary. More sophisticated efforts may be employed 
later to reveal aspects of personnel politics over the extended history of 
Sipo and SD. 

The chi-square test for association reveals which of the following 
tables exhibit distinctive characteristics among the subcategories in SD 
membership. In most cases, there are no significant differences among 
the subcategories, so I have not encumbered the text with the test data. 
When determining significance, I have required that a = .o5. Wherever 
that occurred, the relevant data accompany the table. Unfortunately, in 
the most interesting cases of apparent differences, specifically such 
things as expressed prejudices or prior involvements in NS violence, the 
data are too “impressionistic” to warrant statistical testing and analysis, 
and are merely tabulated for clarity of presentation. 

Since space does not allow publication of all tabulated data, schol- 
ars who need access to either the raw data or printed tables should 
contact the author. 
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Personal Background 


Item 1. Date of Birth (Age Cohorts) 


Items 2 & 3. Place of Birth and Size of Community in 1925 Commu- 
nity size in 1925 was chosen as a median date for the maturity of the 
sample and because of readily available statistics.” 

For comparative data, I used Ziegler’s figures for the pre-1933 SS 
officer corps and the distribution of the German population in 1910.7 
Because I coded by SS-Abschnitt, my distribution (like Ziegler’s) is 
slightly skewed to the numbers counted as southerners. I included in the 
“south” Abschnitt Rhein, which contained RB Wiesbaden and all of 
Land Hesse. The figures for the German population are that of 1910 
within the 1929 borders. From that set of statistics, I could not separate 
RB Wiesbaden from the count for the north. This can account for less 
than 2 percent of the deviation between SS/SD data and that for the 
Reich. Again, for comparison in size of birth place, I have used Ziegler’s 
data on the pre-1933 SS officers,® and the general German population 
for 1925.° 


Items 4 & 5. Religion (see tables C.1) On most standard forms, when 
religion is recorded, only gottglaubig may be given. When that was the 
case, to obtain comparable data, I followed Ziegler’s pattern of as- 
signing the father’s religion, when available. Even after such efforts, 
many remain unknown. Date of withdrawal of church membership 
(item 5) is indicated on standard forms. 

For comparative data, for the pre-1933 SS officer corps, I used 
Ziegler !? and the German population in 1933.'! The calculations for 
the 1933 population excluded practicing Jews from the data. Percent- 
ages in parentheses are valid percentages. 

For comparative data on church withdrawal, I have used data on 
SS membership for September 1937 and December 1938 !? and Ziegler’s 
samples of pre-1933 and 1938 SS officers. ° The estimated final figure 
for the SS-Totenkopfverbinde is extrapolated from Ziegler’s chart for 
his sample of 1938 SS-TV officers.'* My data are in valid percentages 
(except for the missing data percentage in parentheses). 


Items 6-8. Level of Education (see tables C.2) Level of formal educa- 
tion is a standard entry on all personnel forms, and when a Lebenslauf 
is available, details about apprenticeships (item 7) are available. From 
Lebenslaufe one can also learn about interruptions (item 8) and frus- 
trated educational goals. 

For comparison of educational levels, I used Ziegler’s data on pre- 
1933 and 1938 SS officers.'” Unfortunately, in my initial coding, before 
I was fully aware of the nature of my population and what might prove 
to be the more important distinctions, I made too many fine distinctions 
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Tables C.I A. Comparative Religious Origins 





1934 1933 








Pre-1933 1934 Other 1934 1936 General 
Religion SS Officers SD Officers Ranks Total SD Officers Population 
Evangelical 52.3 61.8 58.5 67.5 
Lutheran 70.9 (66.7) (75.9) (72.8) (81.0) 62.7 
23.9 17.6 19.8 15.0 
Catholic 28.8 (30.5) (21.6) (24.6) (18.0) 33.3 
Other 2.3 2.1 2.2 0.8 
or none 0.3 (2.8) (2.5) (2.6) (1.0) 4.1 
unknown 21.7 18.5 19.6 16.9 
N 180 346 526 120 65.5 million 








the df = 1, chi-square had to be calculated with Yates’ correction. For the 1934 member- 
ship, chi-square = 4.041; df = 1; P < .o5. For the officers, chi-square = 5.306; df = 1; 
P<.os. 


B. Church Withdrawal 





33 38 
Withdrawn by SD Sample SS-TV General SS SS Officers SS Officers 
1934 8.2 
1935 18.1 
1937 44.1 51.7 16.2 
1938 50.6 69.0 21.9 
1945 90.1 85? 74.4 68.1 
Unknown (32.7) 
N 526 


at lower levels of education, and not enough at the higher. Persons who 
attended but never completed university cannot be distinguished from 
those who attended lesser Hochschule such as Akademie. For compari- 
son with Ziegler’s statistics, valid percentages are given in parentheses. 

Many apprenticeships involved simultaneous attendance at Fach- or 
Gewerbeschule, which are counted as completion of a “middle school” 
level, unless completion of grade level O-IT (Ober-Sekunda, second- 
highest class) or above is indicated. Reasons for disruption of education 
or training before entering the SD have been compressed. “Economic” 
includes loss of father, inability of family or student to finance, or hav- 
ing to support the family. “Other” is another “‘nonfault” category that 
includes reasons of health, noneconomic hardships, going to war, or the 
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Tables C.2 A. Education—Comparative Levels 
































SS Officer 
SD Samples Samples 

Level 34 Other 34 Officers 36 Officers Pre-1933 1938 
Less than 8 years 0.6 1.1 1.7 

(14.3) (14.5) (21.1) 48.1 37.0 
Volksschule OMI 13.3 ILI 18.3 
Mittelschule-UII 30.0 16.2 19.2 

(31-1) (19.1) (20.2) | 5-9 49 
Höher OII-OI 16.8 14.4 14.2 

(17.3) (17.2) (14.9) 28.3 27.4 
Attended Hochschule 13.6 14.4 15.8 
Universitat mit 9.0 13.9 10.8 
(University total) (36.7) (49.3) (43-9) 17.7 30.0 
Doktorat 13.0 13.3 15.0 
Unknown 3.2 15.6 5.0 
N 526 180 120 








For 1934 ranks, Chi-Square = 11.732; df = 5; P < .05 


B. Education—Apprenticeships and Disruptions By Educational 
Subsets 














Apprentice Lower High School Higher Unknown 
Completed 69.3 53.6 10.1 
Incomplete 2.0 4.8 2.5 
None 13.7 25.0 80.3 
Unknown 15.1 16.7 7.0 
Disruptions 

Econ/family 9.3 6.0 9.6 
Failed/quit 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Political 0.0 1.2 3.5 
Other 3.5 3.6 1.0 
None 70.7 71.4 74-7 
Unknown 16.6 17.9 10.6 


N 205 84 198 39 
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family moving to where the desired education/training was unavailable. 
“Political” includes claims of persecution, turning to full-time political 
commitments/activities, or taking up a salaried position with the Move- 
ment, including the SD (which might have been driven as much by eco- 
nomic as by political motives). 


Occupation and Social Status 


Items 9-16. Occupation or Social Status These are problematic data 
at two levels. First, wherever a Lebenslauf is unavailable, only a vague 
one- or two-word title indicates the occupation. Even with 
Lebensläufe, the father’s occupation frequently remains vaguely 
identified. Furthermore, since occupation and social status were so 
closely interrelated in such a class-conscious society as Germany, one 
can anticipate either the use of inflated terms (Kaufmann for sales 
clerk) or conversely, due to the Nazi egalitarian posture, modesty in 
self-labeling (Arbeiter or Bauer instead of skilled worker or foreman 
or Gutsbesitzer). Consequently, one has to use a number of other 
characteristics to evaluate the given information, such as level of 
education. Therefore, the exact occupation, especially one’s level 
within it, cannot always be coded with a high level of confidence. 

The second, more difficult, problem is calculating social status 
from occupation, level within it, education, and other miscellaneous 
symptoms. Social status or class is an elusive concept in any society, 
not least in Germany between 1870 (when many of the fathers in the 
sample were establishing their status) and the 19303. 

My exploration and analysis of the available data evolved 
simultaneously with most of the current debate over social analysis of 
the membership and support of the Nazi Movement. Although I have 
benefited considerably from such debate, my objectives have not been 
entirely the same as most participants. I share one of the emerging 
conclusions that social background does not explain Nazism, and 
certainly not its worst consequences. '® 

Most efforts at organizing people into social classes according to 
their occupations have centered around debates over the social roots of 
Nazism or around the so-called German Sonderweg in modern 
socioeconomic development. Such approaches offer little help in 
understanding the men of Sipo and SD. My concern has been 
exploring the self-images, motivating ideals, and sociocultural baggage 
of the membership. From early on, I detected strong symptoms of self- 
deceiving organizational identities in the expressions of leading 
members both during their involvement and subsequently in memoirs 
and interrogations.” Consequently, I collected and coded all 
consistently available data that might reflect self-images, the nature of 
the ego (whether strong or weak, threatened or damaged), and 
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motivating or proclaimed ideals and missions. Simultaneous reading in 
the emerging literature of psychohistory and in social and 
psychological theory suggested possible connections among the 
psychological and valuational phenomena, sociocultural backgrounds, 
and the life experiences in Germany of the men in question. 
Consequently, I have organized my occupational-social analysis 
somewhat differently than most. 

Despite differences, like most attempting a socioeconomic analysis 
of early twentieth-century Germans, I have found guidance in work 
ranging from Theodor Geiger’s through Michael Kater’s and beyond."? 
Based on three dimensions of analysis—education, occupation, and 
independent versus salaried income—I divided subjects initially into 
three gross categories: upper, lower middle, and lower. 

Earlier efforts to distinguish among old and new elites and secure 
upper-middle-class members foundered on the vagueness of the data. 
Now “upper classes” consist of high civil servants and public office 
holders, regular officers and reserve officers of field grade, academics 
from university through public school administrators to Studienrate, 
pastors, priests, editors, free professionals (mostly medical or legal), 
owners of large businesses and industry or corporate executives, 
managers, large landowners, technical professions (holding Diplom 
and self-employed or in managerial positions), and students in 
programs preparatory for such occupations (Kater’s occupational 
subgroups 10-14). 

The concept of “lower-middle class” requires flexibility to include 
both older and newer occupational groups that seem to have held such 
status by the 1920s and 1930s. Included are middle civil servants; 
reserve officers of company grade; public school teachers; lesser 
clerics; journalists; most artists; medical technicians and nurses; small- 
business owners; junior managerial positions and wholesale sales; 
small landholders or peasants, plus Landwirtsbeamten; technical 
professions (without Diplom); master craftsmen who may have owned 
a shop or business, or supervised in larger concerns; students in 
training for such positions; and skilled laborers in supervisory 
positions. As a special subset that could be split out, I included the full 
range of lower white-collar employees: lower (einfach) civil servants 
and government employees; NCOs in the military; service, clerical, 
sales and technical employees; and trainees for such positions. (All 
together, these equal Kater’s subgroups 4—8.) 

The “lower class” consists of two subgroups. Skilled labor 
includes all those ranging from salaried workers in old guild or artisan 
skills; industrial workers who had formal training programs of three 
years or more; workers in agriculture or forestry with similar formal 
training; such trainees not likely to inherit a family business; and 
unskilled workers in supervisory positions (Kater’s subgroups 2 and 
3). Semi- and unskilled labor includes corporals and below in the 
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military; farm hands; workers without formal training programs; 
domestics without supervisory status; and any elementary school 
graduate or worker trainee who never achieved higher status outside 
the SS-SD (Kater’s subgroup 1). 

The separable lower white-collar and skilled labor subgroups allow 
for analysis of status from more than one theoretical perspective. Efforts 
at analysis of German society before World War II have produced de- 
bates over proper classification of these subsets. Disagreement covers 
those who treat them as lower-middle and working class respectively, 
those who treat them collectively as a new social component of the 
lower-middle class, and those who class them together as “workers.” 
Arguably, most white-collar employees in Germany rejected working- 
class identity and aspired to middle-class life-styles and status, copying 
them in every way they could. However, many, especially those of 
working-class origin or inhabitants of working-class neighborhoods, 
identified with workers or at least joined Socialist or Communist unions 
and parties. Some had apparently begun the modern western trend to- 
ward what some ironically call the new “classless society,” consisting 
of a predominant “salaried estate,” distinguishable within its ranks only 
by education, income, and personal life-style, and greatly homogenized 
under the influence of modern mass media.'? In the Lebensläufe, I en- 
countered many sons of traditional lower-middle-class-fathers (i.e., arti- 
sans, peasants, and small shopkeepers) who pursued not only white- 
collar but even skilled labor occupations without any signs of feeling a 
loss of status (at least not before depression-era unemployment). Treat- 
ing them as having lost status by one or two steps denies new attitudes 
and obscures “structural mobility,” i.e., movement from old and dying 
to new occupational opportunities. Such new jobs offered at least equal 
salaries and standards of living—and often more long-range upward 
mobility. 

To be able to view the data from such alternative perspectives, I 
can keep each subgroup in its original gross class, rearrange them up or 
down as theory demands, or unite them in a “transitional class.” That 
class falls “between” lower-middle and lower as a compromise between 
what was arguably still the dominant perception of social status in 
1930, and the growing perception of those within that “transitional 
class.” I use the “transitional-class” arrangement for a conservative 
measure of social mobility. Thus, movement from lower-middle-class 
fathers to “transitional class” sons would count as a possible loss of 
one step in status. For sons of unskilled workers, it would count as one 
step up, but as no upward movement for skilled workers’ sons. Thus, I 
have deliberately minimized signs of upward mobility that might not 
have been perceived as such by many contemporary Germans. At the 
same time, this specific change of status can also be seen as a possibly 
aggressively modern act of social mobility, subject to frustration (espe- 
cially in the depression) and to condescending behavior from less- 
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modern mentalities. Such men should have had more strong than weak 
or flawed egos, though much bruised and battered in many cases. 

Having hit late upon this solution and the significance of “struc- 
tural mobility” as a symptom of possible ego strength and of ego threats 
particular to Germany in the Weimar era, I regret not having made 
allowances for finer coding distinctions between traditional and modern 
components of some other occupational groups. Nevertheless, from the 
(I) upper, (II) lower-middle, and (IV) lower classes as presently coded, 
upward or downward movement from father’s to son’s first and second 
careers and status may signal similar symptoms. The result of these clas- 
sifications is the two-dimensional social-occupational structure in 
Chart C. 

Regrettably, such categorizations still obscure significant distinc- 
tions, especially within the “upper class” conglomerate. Unfortunately, 
in my estimation, the data belie the meaningfulness of any efforts to 
quantify such distinctions. On the other hand, I did make distinctions 
missing in other approaches. For instance, all students, military, or civil 
servants should not be lumped together in one or two classes. The obvi- 
ous differences between Universitat, Handelschule, and Gewerbeschule 
students, between reserve and regular officer, between sergeant and cor- 
poral, among Kriminaldirektor, Kriminalkommissar and Kriminalassis- 
tent demand distinctions. The combination of career and more-precise 
educational information on standard SS forms and their usual con- 
sciousness of distinctions in military and civil service ranks made more- 
accurate categorization possible than in Nazi Party records, for in- 
stance. 

Nevertheless, the final balance between precision and lack of relia- 
bility leaves me skeptical about sophisticated statistical analysis of my 
social data. All class-based analysis, especially social mobility, is offered 
here as better than impressionistic evidence, but not as scientific proof 
or testing. So many subjective decisions have been made along the way 


that GIGO lurks in the wings. 

9 © ro. Fathers Occupation & Status Except for additional clues 
found occasionally in a Lebenslauf, there is usually only a one-word 
title given. 


Items 11-12. Member’s Learned Occupation & Status 


Item 13. Length of Time in First Career This is time before changing 
careers, before changing status within career, or before entering the SD. 


Items 14-15. Members Second Occupation & Status If more than 
two second occupations, the longest practiced was chosen. 


Item 16. Time in Second Occupation before Entry into the SD 


Chart C 
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Social Mobility 


Social mobility is an extremely culture and period relative concept. 
It is too easy to impose contemporary American conceptions of ad- 
vancement onto Weimar Germany, where significantly different social 
values prevailed. What is more, that society, like most western indus- 
trial societies in the twentieth century, was undergoing radical changes 
in such perceptions.?° Even if one can agree on the prevalent measures 
of status at the time, one can rarely know how an individual or those 
whose opinions affected him felt. Such feelings are far more important 
for my purpose of assessing self-image. Despite all these problems and 
the problematic nature of my assessments of social status, ] feel it neces- 
sary to look at what is available as evidence of socio-economic achieve- 
ment (tables C.3). 

To do this I performed several calculations: 


1. Change in occupational area from father’s occupation to 
son’s learned occupation as a crude measure of attempted 
occupational mobility 

2. Changes in the social status from the father’s to the son’s, 

including changes between status achieved in the learned oc- 
cupation and in a second occupation, if any 

. Cross-tabulations among these changes 

4. Net changes in the social status of the sample of fathers ver- 
sus that of members at time of entry into the SD 

5. Cross-tabulations of father’s status by son’s level of educa- 
tion as another measure of attempted mobility 

6. Specific examination of sons of lower-middle-class families, 
since that class has always been a focus of study to explain 
Nazism as well as the object of many stereotyping assump- 
tions 


wa 


Of course, all of this had to be compared against published studies 
of social mobility in Germany during this period, which unfortunately 
contain little comparable data, but which do provide some sense of rela- 
tive achievement.?! 


7. Other Personal Information 


Items 17-19. Economic Disruptions Where Lebensläufe exist, it is 
possible to get some sense of whether or not a subject was 
unemployed or underemployed, when, and for how long. 


Items 20—22. Military Record 


Item 23. Paramilitary Activity This covers activity in groups such as 
Freikorps. 
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Tables C.3 A. Indicators of Social Mobility—Education Attempted 
as a Measure of Social Aspirations 








Educational Level Attempted Total 





Father’s Class | 2 3 4 % 
Upper 2 14 14 77 107 
% of Row 1.9 13.1 13.1 72.0 20.3 
Lower-Middle 33 56 38 62 189 
% of Row 17.5 29.6 20.1 32.8 35.9 
Transitional 15 47 20 18 Too 
% of Row 15.0 47.0 20.0 18.0 19.0 
Lower 6 7 X 2. 16 
% of Row 37.5 43.8 6.3 12.5 3.0 
114 
Unknown 21.8 
(412) 
N 56 124 73 159 526 
% of Known 13.6 30.1 17.7 38.6 100 





Ed, Level 1 = Volksschule or less, with or without Lehrzeit 
2 = Volks- to Mittelschule, plus vocational schools, to U II 
3 = Hoehrer Schule, O H to O I 
4 = Attempted any type of Hochschule 
Given the small numbers per cell in the lower class, the chi-square test was performed 
only for the top three classes. Chi-Square = 78.207; df = 6; P < .oor. 


B. Indicators of Social Mobility—Class Change by Father’s Class 








Movement Up or Down in Social Class 








Father’s Class +3 +2 +1 None -1 -2 -3 Total 
Upper 73 16 13 2 104 
% of Row 70.2 15.4 12.5 19 100 
Lower-Middle 59 54 69 8 190 
% of Row 31.) 28.4 36.3 4.2 100 
Transitional 15 21 57 6 99 
% of Row 15.2 21.2 57-6 6.1 100 
Lower J 4 Io 1 16 
% of Row 6.3 250 62.5 6.3 100 
Unknown 117 
N 1 19 90 185 91 21 2 (409) 





% of Row 0.3 4.6 22.0 45.2 
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C. Indicators of Social Mobility—Class Change by Change in 
Occupational Area 





Movement Up or Down in Social Class 











Compare to Father +3 +2 +! None -I 2 -3 Total 
Area Different I 17 69 129 72 18 I 307 
% of Row 03 5.5 22.5 42.0 23.5 59 03 100 
Valid % of Total 02 4.1 16.8 315 17.6 44 02 74.8 
Area the Same o 2 2I 56 20 3 I 103 
% of Row 0.0 19 20.4 544 19.4 29 10 100 
Valid % of Total 0.0 0.5 51 13.7 4.9 07 0.2 25.1 
Unknown 116 
Total I 19 90 185 92 21 2 (410) 
% of Row 0.2 4.6 22.0 451 224 ŞI 05 100 
Total Sample 526 





D. Indicators of Social Mobility—Gross Social Changes, Fathers to 
Members 











I 2 3a 3b 4 
Traditional 

Lower-Middle White-Collar Skilled Unskilled Total 

Upper Class Workers Workers Workers N 
Fathers 25.8 46.1 16.0 8.1 4.1 100.0 

%/N 108 193 67 34 17 419 
Members 36.8 23.5 27.3 8.4 4.0 100.0 

%IN 175 112 130 40 19 476 
Changes +11.0 — 22.6 +11.3 +0.3 -0.1 0.0 





Item 24. Civil Punishment Some standard forms have entries for con- 
victions. Usually, these are cursory or undecipherable due to abbrevia- 
tions or extremely small handwriting. Consequently, one cannot always 
be sure if they refer to felonies or misdemeanors. In Lebensläufe, sub- 
jects might brag of their involvements in political crimes, although no 
criminal record was indicated because there had been no charges or 
convictions, so I treat this item as countable impressions rather than 
reliable data. 


Family Status Although dates of engagement, marriage, separation 
and divorce, and the births of children and their sexes figured promi- 
nently in Himmler’s measures of an SS man’s suitability and affected SS 
promotions,” I saw no reason to include them in my analysis, for there 
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E. Indicators of Social Mobility—Movement of Sons of Lower- 


Middle Class Families 





Second Class 


Total 


Learned Lower-Middle Unskilled N% 
Class Upper Class Transitional Workers Learned 
Upper 46 2 I 49 
24.2 1.1 0.5 25.8 

Traditional 5 31 3 T 40 
Lower-Middle 2.6 16.3 1.6 0.5 24.0 
Class 
Transi- 8 21 64 6 99 
ional 4.2 ILI 33.7 3.2 52.1 
Unskilled T I 2 
Workers 0.5 0.5 1.1 
Total 59 54 69 8 190 
% Second Class 31.1 28.4 36.3 4.2 100 


are no overt symptoms of uniqueness in family status among members 


of the SD. 


Pre-SS/SD Political Involvements 


Item 25. Involvement in Political Violence This covers all references 
to violent political activities from the civil war through the Kampfzeit. 
I was looking for symptoms of early brutalization, and used a scale of 
0-5 to represent degree of violence; 


= None 
actions against property only 
= physical violence 
emphasizes injuries suffered in 2 
killing opponents or bombings 
5 = 3 plus 4 
Given the heterogeneous nature of the sources and the subjectivity 
of the assessment, I also treat these data as countable impressions or 
indicators, rather than scientific measurements. 


It 


Aun‘ N mO 
| 


Items 26-37. Indicators of Prejudice (table C4) This covers all refer- 
ences in Lebensläufe to most of the enemies, hates, and fears character- 
istic of the NS Weltanschauung, but especially those targeted by Sipo 
and SD. I was searching for attitudes held before membership. Using a 
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scale of 0-7, I coded severity, but since the expressions in each category 
were so few, to get a significant measure of differences, I collapsed the 
scale into four units: 


None expressed 

Mild statements: Formulaic expressions, shibboleths only; per- 
sonal observations of the allegedly negative effects of enemy activi- 
ties; claims to have begun studying the enemy or to have been en- 
lightened about the enemy at some point 

Strong statements: Claims to have suffered personally from enemy 
activity; active involvement in combating the enemy or threat 
Virulent statements 


The list of enemies, fears, or threats includes: 


© Enemy States: Other nations’ efforts to keep Germany down, to 
persecute or treat her unfairly or disrespectfully; any zenophobic 
statements 

© Miscegenation: The weakening of the German nation by the pollu- 
tion of German blood with that of other “races” 

@ Jews: Fear/hate of Jews as a major threat to the German nation 

è Catholicism: Conflicts with or hostility toward Catholic clergy; be- 
lief that Catholic Christianity is an internationalist, pacifist, alien 
ideology detrimental to the strength of the German spirit; belief 
that the Catholic Church is an international, conspiratorial power 
working against the German nation 

© Freemasonry: Belief that the Masonic order is a society of interna- 
tionalist, liberal conspirators through which Germany’s enemies op- 
erate to undermine natural German culture and society 

© Communism: Fear/hate of the KPD, Communist (Marxist) ideol- 
ogy, or an international Communist conspiracy 

@ SPD: Fear/hate of the Social Democratic Party, its labor organiza- 
tions, and its influence in the Weimar “system” 

© The Republic: Hostility directed at the liberal republican constitu- 
tion or form of government, politicians of the (“non-Marxist”) 
pro-Republic parties, partisan politics in general, and the corrup- 
tions of the “system,” and any expressed desire or act to over- 
throw the Republic 

e Homosexuality: Fear/hate of homosexuality or homosexuals as 
corrupting, weakening influences 

® Moral Decay: Concern with other symptoms of “moral deca- 
dence” as threats to the strength of the German nation 

© Capitalists: Hate/fear of economically powerful combinations or 
individuals as unjust, corrupting, undermining influences and 
forces in German society 

e Old Guard: Hate/fear of traditionally powerful influences and in- 
stitutions of the old society as unjust, retarding influences in Ger- 
man society 
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Table C. 4 Prejudices i in Approximate Order of Severity 


Prejudice 


1934 Members 


Educational Level 


Liberal Republic 
Mild 
Strong 


Communists 
Mild 
Strong 

Enemy States 
Mild 
Strong 

Socialists 
Mild 
Strong 

Jews 
Mild 
Strong 

Catholicism 
Mild 
Strong 

Old Guard 
Mild 
Strong 

Capitalists 
Strong 

Homosexuals 
Strong 

Freemasonry 
Mild 

Moral Decay 
Strong 


500.0 


100.0 








The first percentage given = no written expression of prejudice. 
All data are in valid percentages; missing data for the total population (526) ranges from 23.2 to 
24.5 percent per cell. Missing data for the 1936 officers (126) was consistently 22.5%. 


High 1936 
Lower School University Working SD Sipo- SD Total Office icers 
87.0 87.5 88.2 81.6 86.8 a 
0.7 0.3 1.2 0.5 1.1 
13.0 11.9 11.5 17.2 12.7 15.1 
91.5 86.9 g1.I 80.9 88.9 90.3 
1.4 2.0 0.9 2.2 1.2 Lr 
7.0 11.2 8.0 16.9 9.9 8.7 
88.6 90.7 92.6 89.7 92.0 91.4 
2.8 2.0 1.9 Tet 1.7 3.2 
8.6 7:3 5.5 9.1 6.3 5.5 
100.0 97.4 98.1 95.3 97.5 97.8 
0.7 0.3 1.2 0.5 0.0 
2.0 1.6 3.5 2.0 Dra 
98.6 96.0 96.1 100.0 97.0 98.9 
1.3 1.0 0.7 0.0 
1.4 2.7 2.9 2.3 LI 
97.1 95.3 98.1 95-3 97.5 98.9 
1.4 0.6 1.2 0.7 0.0 
2.8 3.4 1.3 3.5 1.8 LJ 
98.6 100,0 99.4 98.8 99.2 100.0 
0.3 0.3 
1.4 0.3 1.2 0.5 
100.0 100.0 99.7 100.0 99.7 100.0 
0.3 0.3 
98.6 100.0 T00.0 98.8 99.7 100.0 
1.4 1.2 0.3 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.9 
1.1 
100.0 99.3 99.7 100.0 99.7 100.0 
0.7 0.3 0.3 
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Since the men were instructed not to discourse on ideology in their 
Lebenslaufe, I presume such references represent either strong feelings 
intimately related to the subject’s sense of his own development, or ef- 
forts to ingratiate himself with superiors. A third alternative, of course, 
is the general tendency of persons completing standardized forms to 
ignore instructions and to express what they feel is important. Even if 
their statements were calculated purely for effect, they represented an 
awareness of the consensus reality in which the writer would be ex- 
pected to perform, and his willingness to conform to that reality. Thus, 
the data being recorded here are symptoms of either role or value orien- 
tations, worth counting as indicators, but merely “soft” rather than 
“hard” data. 

Since most writers of the Lebensläufe were terse and inexpressive, I 
supplemented their commentary with other indicators of attitudes be- 
fore to SD membership, encoding any comparable, surviving written 
expressions made before their membership. Beurteilungen that testified 
to involvements in non-NS organizations or to activities primarily di- 
rected against one of the enemies or concerns were encoded as 
“Strong.” 


Item 38. Pre-NS Political Memberships Aside from entries in standard 
forms and elaborations in Lebenslaufe, any suspicion of involvement in 
enemy organizations usually produced extensive detail in SS and Party 


files. 


Items 39-41. Earliest NS Involvement This covers subsidiary NS or- 
ganizations, and “involvements” short of official membership in the 
Party or a major affiliated organization. Item 39 is the earliest men- 
tioned (in any source) date of affiliation or cooperation with any NS 
group, whether alleged or verified. If clandestine, the reason was coded 
as item 40. Alleged or verified affiliation was coded as item 41. In addi- 
tion to the individual’s earliest identity with the movement, I was at- 
tempting to get some measure of the real extent of NS penetration of 
key institutions in German society, particularly the police. 


Item 42. Party Membership Date 
Item 43. Party Membership Number 
Item 44. Date of Entry into SA This may be negative. 


Item 45. Date of Exit from SA 
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SS, Sipo, and SD Career 


Item 46. SS Entry Date 
Item 47. SS Membership Number 


Items 48-49. SS Punisbment Record This includes the date of first 
offense for which formal punishment was recorded and the number of 
such recorded offenses. Since recorded offenses ranged from minor in- 
fractions to embezzlement and murder, the coded data is a crude mea- 
sure of the degree of nonconformity and/or criminalization within the 
SS frame of reference. Expulsion data provide a better measure of seri- 
ous SS discipline problems among Sipo and SD members. 


Items 50-52. Early Involvements in SS Violence or Para-Police Orga- 
nizations This includes involvements in the “wild” phases of the 
Machtergreifung/Gleichschaltung, such as Hilfspolizei, Sonderkom- 
mando, or Polizei Angestellen (item 50); involvement with one of the 
concentration camps (item 51); and involvement in the Röhm purge 
(item 52). Only item 50 appears in the records with any consistency. 
Item 52 is extremely problematic and provides only an indicator of the 
extent of collective involvement. 


Items 53-60. Police Career Items 53—56 encode the nature of the po- 
lice career before 1933 and any contacts with the NS Movement. Items 
57 and 58 detail the career after 1933 but before SD membership. Items 
59 and 60 encode the police career after SD entry. 


Item 61. Experience in Security or Intelligence Work Prior to SD Mem- 


bership 


Items 62-63. Associate SD Experience This covers the nature and 
date of first involvement. 


Item 64. SD Region of Formal Entry 
Item 65. Date of Kommandierung from SS into SD This may be null. 


Items 66 & 67. First and Second Dates of Ehrenamtlich Mitgliedschaft 
This may be null. 


Items 68 & 69. First and Second Dates of Hauptamtlich Mitgliedschaft 
This may be null. 


Items 70 & 71. Apparent Appeal to SD as Useful Member & First Use 
in SD as Member 
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Item 72. Einsatzgruppen Involvement This information is not consis- 
tently available. 


Items 73 & 74. Date of Temporary Withdrawal from SD & Reason 
Item 75. Date of Return 
Items 76 & 77. Date of Termination of SD Membership and Reason 


Items 78~81. Involvement in Later SS/SD Violence ‘This covers the 
apparent nature of involvement in the Kristallnacht (item 78), the eu- 
thanasia program of 1940 (item 79), the initial mass shootings on the 
eastern front in the summer of 1941 (item 80), and any aspects of the 
later full-scale genocide programs (item 81). Since such records survive 
erratically, I deduced from the position held at the time the probable 
nature of involvement—a crude measure of the population’s involve- 
ments. 


Item 82. Symptoms of Psychic Strain This indicates whenever a sub- 
ject suffered from stress-related illness (including alcoholism), had fre- 
quent accidents, attempted suicide or any self-destructive act, or com- 
mitted punishable acts; also requests for transfer into front line military 
units. Evidence survived erratically—again, this is a crude measure. 


Item 83. Murder ‘This covers any record of personally killing an indi- 
vidual apart from the mass killing processes, regardless of whether or 
not the victim was a designated target for extermination. The probabil- 
ity of charges and an investigation were low despite Himmler and SS 
Court officials’ diligence. What I seek here is some measure, no matter 
how crude, of the full criminalization of members involved in mass ex- 
termination. 


Item 84. Corruption This includes any record of suspected corrupt 
behavior at any time during a Sipo or SD career. Himmler and SS Court 
officials diligently sought to maintain “high standards of personal mo- 
rality” in the SS, as did many high officials in Sipo and SD concerned 
with “professionalism.” It is impossible to determine whether their de- 
tection rate was higher or lower than that in comparable agencies. This 
is another measure of the full criminalization of members. 


Item 85. Date of Formal SD Membership 
Item 86. SS Rank at Time of Entry into SD 


Item 87. Time in Other Ranks after Joining SD 
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Item 88. Time in NCO Ranks in SD 

Items 89—90. Date and First Officer’s Rank in SD 

Item 91. Interval Before Promotion to Obersturmführer 


Items 92—99. Dates of Promotion and Intervals from Hauptsturm- to 
Standartenführer 


Items 100-103. Intervals Between Promotions from Ober- to Ober- 
gruppenführer 


Items 104-105. Highest Rank and Date of Promotion in SD 


Items 106-107. Highest Subsequent SS Rank and Date of Promotion 
If Transferred 


Items 108-110. Führer- or Junkerschule Record This includes Jahr- 
gang (item 108); SS units from which entered and to which assigned 
(item 109); and status at end of involvement (item 110). 
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